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A-SUTRAS OF JAIME 


WITH AN ORIGINAL COMMENTARY IN ENGLISH, 


TO FIRST ADHYAYA. 
ret -MBANS OF AOQUIRING RIGHT KNOWLEDAR OF DUTY, 


PORV AME AMS 


NTRS First Papa, 
i THE TARKA-POLEMICAL—PADA. 


A Adhikarana I—~Necessity of the Inquiry embodied in n 
the Sûtras, | 
deat SUTRA 1. 


rie AA ARR etek an ie 


“a Atha, now. aa: Atah, 


therefore. qq Dharma, duty — fStarar i 
| Jijiiasa, desire to know, enquiry, i 


l. Now, therefore, (there must be 
(the nature of) Duty.—1, 
COMMENTARY, 
When the student recalls to his mind the injunctive text 
ne ‘dhyetavyah,’ ‘the Veda should be studied, -there arises a doubt in his 
ntind as to the scope and method of this study: should he only get up 
pi tho words of the Vedic texts? or, should he 


>, after having got up the texts, 
proceed to learn the meaning of the texts and further developments there-’* i 


from? The former naturally is the course that suggests itself to him as 
the one to be adopted ; he argues that the study of the Veda has been laid 
down in the Veda ;—this study, therefore, must lead to some desirable 
| result ;—-as the text itself does hot speak of any particular result, we must 
assume the ‘attainment of heaven’ to be that result ¿m-as this result can, 
by virtue of the text itself, be obtained Dy the mere learning of the texts, 
_ the ‘stady’ enjoiued mast end with this ;-—-and there can 
justification for prolonging the study after that, 


) an inquiry into 


‘SvadhyAyo- 


he no need: or 


& 
" 
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tion of the ‘ topic’ proceeds. 


PURVA-MIMAMSA-SUTRAS, I ADHYAY A. 
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-The above prima facie statement has been called th 


aud in answer to this we have the following final conclusion, which is 


called the ‘ Siddhanta’ or ‘accepted view;’ it is this latter view that is 
embodied in the first aphorism. l 


‘ Now’-—after the text of the Veda has beeu learnt during residence | 


with the teacher, — therefore’—because the real fruit of the learning of 
the text lies in the acquiring of the knowledge of its real meaning and 
import, there must arise ‘ the desire to know duty,’ which desire must be 
the motive for the enquiry into the nature of duty. It is a universally 
accepted law that, so long as we can trace out a visible result of an act, 
we shall not be justified in postulating an invisible or ‘super-physical’ 
result : and hence in the case in question it follows that, inasmuch as we 
actually find ‘the knowledge of the meaning of the texts’ following from 
the knowledge of the texts themselves, there can be no justification for 
assuming ‘ that the learning of the Veda’ leads to ‘ attainment of heaven ;’ 
and thus there remains nothing for the above Parvapaksga to stand upon. 
The above is the statement of the ‘topic’ of the Sfatra in accordance 
with Kumarila Bhatta’s interpretation of the BhAgya—called the * Bhitta- 
mata’. The Guru-mata or Prabhakara’s Interpretation is somewhat differ- 
ent. lt may be briefly stated as follows :— US 
As a matter of fact we do not find any such Vedic text as ‘the V 
should be studied ;’ and it is on this presumed text that the above ex 
We shall take for our basic text, the 
known texts ‘astavarsm brdhmanamupanayita, tamadhydpayita,’ ‘W 
should initiate the eight-year-old Brahmana boy and should teach him.’ 
This text, we find, lays down the initiating and teaching as a duty,-—-for 
whom ?-—for the Brahmana who is desirous of acquiring for himself the 
title of ‘ Acharya,’ * Professor.’ Thus then thé teaching by the Professor 
being directly laid down, this same injunction also implies the in- 
junction of studying the Veda; because until the student studies, there is 
no teaching in the proper sense of the word. Now the question arises— 
‘Does this studying include the learning of the meaning, &c., also, or 
‘the mere reading of the verbal text?! The Parvapaksa standpoint is as 
follows :—“ The enjoined teaching by the Professor cannot imply the learn- 
ing, by the student, of the meaning also ; because even though the student 
may not learn the meaning, if the Professor has succeeded in making him 


learn the verbal text, his work of teaching is thereby accomplished and the 


coveted title of professorship acquired.” The final conclusion, however, 


is that the Tearning of the meaning: is also included ‘in’ the injunetion, It 


e ‘ Pûrvapakşa ;'. v4 


9 


bo bho 


tanay be m e unig: ee is kaid doos not directly denote the 


learning of the meaning ; but it has to be borne in mind that in ‘studying: 


the Veda,’ it will be necessary for the student to learn the subsidiary 


git 
Mines) 


sciences of grammar, prosody, lexicography and the like; and when he. 
will have learnt all this, the knowledge thereby attained will naturally by. 


itself enable him to understand much of the meaning of the Vedic texts 


also; and- when he has acquired this faculty, there would be many in- 


stances, where he would be in doubt as to the true meaning; such, for 
instance, would be all those thousand and odd cases that form the gabjcet 


matter of the adhikaranas of the Mimamsa Sistras, Porvaand Uttara alike 3 


and in order to settle his doubts upon these points, it would be necessary 

for him to carry on, with the help of his Professor, a systematic enquiry ; 

and thus this enquiry necessarily becomes a part and parcel of that 
‘study’ and ‘teaching’ which is enjoined by the text quoted at the outset. 


It will be noted that between the Bhatta and the Prabhikara pre- 


sentment of the Adhikarana, there is no difference as regards the basic 
topic or doubt; as in both the investigation into the meaning of the Vedio 
texts forms the topic, and the doubt also is the same in both eases-—-‘ is 


this investigation covered by the injunction of-study.’ The only differ- 


ence that there is lies in the choice of the basic text, and the consequent 


shape given to the reasonings of the Parvapakya and the Siddhanta, 
ui Adhikarana IL.—-Definition of ‘ Dharma.’ 
SOTRA 2 


aaraa SW AH: RU 


argar Chodana, injunction (Vedic).—azamr: Laksanah, source of know- 


ledge, That whereof the Vedic injunction is the only source of knowledge, 


wa: Arthah, something desirable. 44: Dharmah, (is) Duty. 
2. Dharma or Duty is that which, being desirable, is 
indicated (or taught) by Vedie injunction. 
COMMENTARY, $ 
In the preceding adhikarana the conclusion was arrived at that it 
is necessary to carry on an investigation into the nature of Dharma. The 
next question that arises is—Is there possible a definition of Dharma? or 
is there any valid means of knowing what this Dharma is ? The Parva- 
pakga argument is that there can be no ‘definition’ of Dharma; as we can 
define only such things of the ordinary world of which we have some 
knowledge, while Dharma is something beyond the world, and as such not 


PÛRVA 


MINAMSA-SOTRAS, 1 ADHI ; 


hä Hng its distinctive features known, it cannot be “defined. — As regards 
the means of knowing Dharma, no such means is possible; because it can- 
not be perceived by the senses ; and what is absolutely beyond the senses 
cannot be amenable to Inference ; for a similar reason it must be beyond 
all words and phrases. Thus it must be admitted that (1) there can be 
no definition of Dharma, and (2) there can be no trustworthy means of 
knowing what Dharma is ; and under the circumstances Dharma must be 
rejected as a nonentity ; thus the whole inquiry becomes aimless and futile. 
In answer to this the final conclusion is that—(1) Dharma can be defined as 
that desirable thing which is mentioned or laid down by Vedic luijunetions ; 
{that isto say, that which the Vedic injunction lays down as leading 
to a desirable end is Dharma; and from this it also follows that the Vedic 
Injunction is the sole means of knowing Dharma. Thus the three ideas 
conveyed by the sfitra are—(1 that Dharma is that which, ete., ete., (2) 
that the Vedic Injunction is the only means of knowing Dharma, and (3) 
that Vedic injunctions are absolutely trustworthy. Thus then Dharma 
having been duly defined, and a valid and trustworthy means of knowing 
it being found available, it cannot be rejected as a nonentity. 

The Pribhakara interpretation is as follows :-— 


In sfitra (1), the word ‘atha’ has been interpreted as denoting the 
sequence to the study of the entire Veda, and the word ‘atah’ as providing 

| the reason for the proposed enquiry— because the entire Veda is intended 
to express some meaning ; and on the basis of these true facts it has been 
hinted that the word ‘dharma’ as contained in that first sûtra indicates 
the whole Veda; and it was in view of this that the ‘ enquiry into Dharma’ 
was interpreted to mean ‘enquiring into the meaning of the Veda,’ At 
this point the following question arises -What is meant by the phrase 
‘the meaning of the Veda’ or ‘what the Veda expresses?’ Does it mean 
anything and everything spoken of in any sentence of the Veda—including 
even mere descriptions and mention of things of the world ? or is it in- 
tended to apply to only that which the Veda speaks of, or lays down, as to 
be done? On this point, the prima facie argument is that us the Veda 
certainly speaks of the ordinary things also,—specially in the case of 

' mantras and arthavadas which are chiefly merely descriptive of the past 
and present state of things,—there can be no doubt as to these things also 
being included in the term ‘what the Veda expresses. That the mere 
statement of facts brings about desirable results is proved by thetvell- ` 
known instance of the conveyance of the news of the birth of a son being 
the cause of pleasure. And the immer motive of this reasoning is that when 


_ certain act, which is yet to he done, leading to a certain result in the 


a é 7 i 


all quel ordinary (hinge heres e. eied anaes the object of sadoni it 


“could not be rightly asserted that the Veda is the only means of knowing: 
them for in regard to the ordinaxy things before our eyes, for instance, 


Visual Perception would certainly be a surer guide than any number of | 
Vedic injunctions, The final conclusion is that the object of enquiry as 

expressed by the term ‘what is expressed by the Veda’ must be that alone 
which the Veda lays down as to be done; and this is done only. by the: 
Injunctions, and not by mantras and arthavidas ; and on the point of a 


future, there can be no guide save a trustworthy source of information; — 
and such a one par excellence is the Vedic Injunction. As regards the 
instance; cited above, of desirable results proceeding from the mere state- 
ment of facts, there is nothing to prove beyond doubt that the pleasurable | 
feeling lias been produced by the conveying of the news. In the case of ‘i 
the injunction, however, there can be not the slightest doubt in the mind | 


of the observant young man that the action of the fetching of the cow has 
been the direct result of the injunction ‘fetch the cow. p 


* 


Adhikarana III,—Propounding of the Enquiry into the a 


valid means of knowing Dharma. sett 
SUTRA 8. . a 


ary Aaf: n R N 


ee | Tasya, thereof, of the true knowledge of Dharma. Afa Nimitta, a 


cause, source, means. qÅ: Paristih, examination, investigation, 
3. An enquiry into the means cf the true knowledge 
of Dharma (becomes necessary).—3. 
COMMENTARY. 

It has been asserted-above that the Vedic Injunction is the means 
of knowing Dharma, Now the question arrises—Is it necessary to discuss 
the question as to whether or not a true knowiedge of Dharma can be 
acquired by the help of the other well-recugnised means of knowledge ? 

The conclusion is that such a discussion is absolutely necessary ; 
as without if we could not be sure of the declaration embodied, as a 
corollary, in the preceding aphorism that Vedie Injunction is the only 
means of knowing dharma. 

By Prabhakara’s interpretation the present aphorism answers the 
question—should we at once proceed to discuss the meaning of Vedic 


a 


aly or should we, before doing that, discuss the validity of Vedic 
Injunction as the means of knowing dharma? The Pdrvapaksa being 
that, inasmuch as the ascertaining of the real meaning of the Veda is the 
avowed purpose of the Sistra, we should proceed with that at once,—the 
final conclusion is that we have hitherto only proved the fact that the 
Veda is the means of knowing dharma ; it becomes necessary, therefore, to 
ascertain beforehand, the validity of the Vedie Injunction; specially 
as this valictity is, as a matter of fact, ‘to be proved later on), self-sufficient, 
and does not depend uponanything else. On the other hand, any sustained 
effort towards ascertaining the meaning of the Veda on the part of an 
intelligent student, would be possible only after he had become convinced 
of the fact that the Veda is the only valid. means of knowing dharma. 
Before we proceed to consider what is made known by a certain means of 
knowledge, it is only natural that we should examine the character 
of the means of knowledge itself. 

Adhikarana 1V.—Dharma is not amenable to Kense- 
perception and the other means of knowledge. 
ey SUTRA 4. 


merit geratzareng gaan araa 
fray Paras N g 


aq Sat, that which exists, an existing thing—gzrart Samprayoge, on 
contact (of). gage Purusasya, of man. gfèsrarara, Indriyanam, of the sense- 
organs. gf% Buddhi, (of) coguition—syq Janma, production, appearance. aa 
Tat that (is) saqa Pratyaksain, sense perception, afafawa Animittam, not 
the means. aata Vidyamana, that which exists atthe present time — qarata 
Upalambhanat, on account of apprehending, 


4, That cognition of men which proceeds upon the 
contact of the sense-organs with existing objects, is Sense- 
perception ; and this is not the means (of knowing dharma) ; 
because it apprehends only objects existing at the present 


time—4. 
COMMENTARY. 

The question propounded in the preceding aphorism was--Can 
dharma be known by means of the Veda alone, or by the other means 
of knowledge also ? The prima facie argument is that being an ‘ object 
of knowledge’ dharma must be amenable, to all * means of knowledge.’ 


PORVA-MIMAMSA-SOTRAS. I ADHYAYA. Į. 
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"he final conclusion is that even though dharma is an object of know- 
ledge, it is not amenable to sense-perception, because Sense-perception can 
apprehend only such objects as are in existence at the time of perception, | 
and are in direct contact with one or more of the organs of perception, 
Neither of those conditions is fulfilled by dharma: it is not an object 
existing at the time of the perception, but has to be brought into exist- 
ence by certain acts of the agent; nor is it ever possible for it to: be 
in direct contact with any organ of perception ; for the simple reason ! 
that it has no external and tangible form, Then again, Inference, 
Presumptive Reasoning, and Negation are all more or less directly, depen- 
dent upon Sense-perception: as each of them has its foundation in some 
fact of sensuous perception; consequently, what is never amenable to 
Sense-perception cannot be apprehended either by Inference or Presump- 
tion or Negation. It follows, then, that Verbal Authority is the only one 


of the recognised ‘means of knowledge’ which can afford any knowledge a 


of dharma. Of Verbal Authority also, it is the Veda alone whose validity 
is beyond all dispute, and» which alone can provide an absolutely valid 
knowledge Jt will be shown later on that of the Veda also, it is 
only the purely injunctive passages that can be regarded as intrinsically 
valid. It, therefore, follows that a really valid knowledge of dharma can 
be obtained only by means of the Vedic Injunctions. The unquestionable 


authority of these Injunctions forms the ‘topic’ of the next adhikarana. 


Adhikariuna V.—The unquestionable validity of ‘Vedic Tn- 
junction’ as the only means of knowing Dharma. 
SOTRA 5. 


ARAIRE WTI AIT: | AT MAJN: ; 
aaRS | aaa ETA 
ard ww N 


areata; Autpattikah, inborn, natural, eternal, @ Tu, on the other hand 
sezen Sabdasya, of the word, sa Arthena, with the meaning or object denoted. 
ameg: Sambandhiah, relation. eq Tasya, of that, of dharma, aran, Jiianam 
means of knowing. agag: Upadesah, injunction. aysatata: Avyatirekah, wis 
failing, = Cha, and. sH Arthe, in regard to the object. agas Anupalab- 
dhe, unperceived. qq Tat, that (injunction). warara. Pramanam, valid, trust- 
worthy, qraqramea «= Badarayanasya, according to Badarayana, aragna 
Anapeksatvat, because of independence or self-sufficiency, 


“yeh eee i err ne er et et a 


5, On the other hand, ihe relation of the Kord. with 
its meaning is inborn (and eternal) ; consequently injunction 
(which i is a form of word) is the means of knowing dharma ; 
and it is unfailing in regard to objects not. perceived (by 
other means of knowledge); it is authoritative, according to 
Badarayana, specially as it is independent or self sufficient 
in its authority—6d. i 


COMMENTARY. | 
_ Phe question that arises after the conclusion has been arrived that 
no valid knowledge of Dharma can be derived from Sense-perception, Infer- 
ence, &c., is ;-—-Is the valid knowledge of dharma obtainable. from Vedie 
injunction 2. The prima facie argument is that no trustworthiness can 
belong to Vedic injunctions; because in’ the case of the assertions of 
trustworthy persons, it is found that we can know what they assert only 
after we have comprehended the meaning of the words contained in the 
assertion; and it is a well-known fact that the meaning of words is 
comprehended only with reference to such things of the ordinary world 
as the cow and the like; while Dharma is something beyond the world; 
and hence the fact of its being expressed by means of any word cannot be 
ascertained by any means at our disposal ; it must be admitted therefore 
that, inasmuch as Dharma cannot be expressed to us by means of any 
word, Vedie injunction cannot afford any reliable information with regard 
to it. Then again, in all cases of verbal cognition, we find that it is only 
after the thing and the word have come into existence independently of 
oue another, that people of the world fix by convention a certain rela- 
tionship between the two, by virtue of which one comes to be expressed. 
or denoted by the other ; and this convention fixing the relationship, origi- 
nating from human sources, is liable to error, like everything human; 
consequently, all such relationship between words and meanings, being of 
human origin, is untrustworthy ; and as all verbal cognition is dependent 
upon those relationships, the cognition or knowledge, derived from injunc- 
tions, which after all only consist of words, could never be possessed of that 

reliability which ought to belong to all things relating to dharma. 

In answer to the above, we have the following final conclusion :— 
As a matter of fact, the relationship between the word and its meaning 
| is not the produci of human convention; it is something inborn, natural 
| to the members related. Thus being free from all possibility of error, the 
| word—or injunction, which is Word par excellence—can very well be the 


a oa aa 


~ mems sol osing of Aharia: specially because dharma being something not 


i PADA, VI ADHIKARANA, Sù. 7. 


cognisable by Sense-perception and the other ordinary means of cognition, 
all its knowledge must be obtained from injunctions which, independent 


of all external corroboration, is absolutely self-sufficient in its reliability or 
trustworthy character. Doubts are cast upon the trustworthiness of the 


meaus of knowledge only when they afford cognitions that are found con- 
trary to the real state of things ; in themselves the means of knowledge are 
all trustworthy always. In the ease of Vedic in junction, it has never been 
found to give rise to cognitions that turn out wrong; consequently its 
inherent trustworthy character remains unsullied. 


Adhikarana VI—Hternity of Words. 


SUTRAS 6-28. 


t 
RAR aa Ewa? ue N 
Eti Karma, |word is] something produced or brought into existence or 
caused, non-eternal. wa Eke, some people, the Naiyayikas (assert.) aq Tatra, in 
that (in the uttering of the word). aat Darganat, because [an effort] is 
always perceived. 
6. “Some people hold that the word is caused (non- 


eternal), (a) because we find it is perceptible only after an 


effort” —6. 
COMMENTARY. 


In the preceding adhikarana it has been proved that the relationship 
between the word and its meaning is eternal. As this conclusion neces- 
sarily presupposes the eternality of the word itself, the present adhikarana 
seeks to establish this eternality. The question then being-—is the Word 
eternal ?—we have the prima facie arguments in support of the view 
that it is not eternal, stated in sûtras 6 to Il. Word is non- 
eternal, say the Naiyayikas; (a) because we always find them brought 
into existence by the effort of the person using or uttering it; and what js 
brought into existence by an effort cannot but be evanescent, This sûtra 
contains the first argument against the eternity of words. 


“sega 7 wou 


geatarg Asthanat, because of non-continuance or nou-permanence, 


7 (b) ‘‘ Because it does not persist’’—7. 
COMMENTARY. 


(b) Word must be evanescent, because asa matter of fact we find 
that it does not continue to exist for any length of time; one moment 
3 


it is Be me he ee moment it is “Bon 
possible if the word were eternal, Hai 


“errata.” We 


“nn Karoti, taba, produces- wearer Sabdat, because of had use i Hee ward 
8 (e) “Because of the use of the word Produces 


nears [with reference to words. +-8. 
COMMENTARY, POR MER NIN 
lo) Words must be non; -eternal; because we Ana people making use 
of the word ‘karoti’ with regard to words. Just as with reference to 
the ordinary thing jar, they say ERAR tamea di he makes the j ar,’ exactly 
in the same manner people say ‘ Sabdahkaroti’ which ‘must mean “he 
makes or produces the word,’ This i is the | second arabian against word- 
eternity. 
© geareat die? ve 
gagi Sattvantare, in the ETETE of) aiher Lad evar Yauga- 
padyat, because of simultaneity, 
9 (d) “Because the word is found. to. ie pronounced) 
by [many persons] and in (many DP os) simultaneously. 9, 
COMMENTARY, MNI 
(d) Here we bave the third argument uake wori anky As a 
matter of fact we find that one and the same word is perceived (heard) 
by more than one person, and also in more than one place, at one and the 
same time. ‘This is possible only in the ease of a substance that is omni- 
present, all-pervading, or that which is limited in its extent, but capable 
of being brought into existence at more than one place at the same time, 
The word is not an all-pervading substance; hence it must follow that 
when perceived by different persons at different plac es, it must he produced 
in go many places. It must be admitted, therefore, that any single word 
is not one, but many, all produced in different, places. 


“AAEN” th Qo U 


sara Prakriti, ie A fori treet: Vikrityob, modihication, because of. 
s Cha, also, 
10 (e) " Ao hecause of their having original and 


modified forms.’ —10. 
COMMENTARY, 


(c) In many cases we find thatthe words which appear in the original 
form- dadhi atra’ for insiance--become modified into the form ‘ dadhy- 
atra’; no such modification is possible in the case of things eternal, 


: ch, by ‘their otetriflingy o m o adinen, It cannot be denied 
‘Ghat ‘there is modification | in he case of words : these, therefore, must be 
regarded as nou-eternal. 


M fn: a Tse "A ae ul 


‘hie Veidehihy | increase, «r Cha, also. ae Kartri, producer, pronouncer—» 
aar Bhamna, by multiplicity. eT Asya, of this (of words). 


1 LON AE because a multiplie ity of persons uttering 
the word ee about an increased magnitude (in the word- 
sound). 11. 


| COMMENTARY, 
When many persons pronounce the. same word, there is always an 
increase in the magnitude of the word. Lf the pronouncing of the 
word consisted not in its production, bat only in its manifestation, then 
the volume of the word would remain the same, notwithstanding the 
number of persons pronouncing it; just as in the case of the jar manifested 
by lamps, the jar remains the same even if hundreds of lamps are brought: 
in to illumine it. Asa matter of fact, however, it is found that the volume 


of the word-sound as pronounced by a number of persons is always greater. a 


than when it it is pronounced by a single person ; and this also proves 

that the word is modifiable; aud what is liable to modification cannot be 

eternal, ar i 
This closes the reasoning against the eternity of words. 


| AAT AT TAT gR N 
Vana Samam, equal. a lu, but ax Tatra, iu the matter in question, 
aian. Dardanain, perception, 
12, (In both cases) the (momentary) perception 
(of word Rounds) i is @ qual. —12. 
COMMENTARY. 


With this aphorism begins the refutation of tle prima facie argu» 
ments set forth in sûtwas 6-11. It has been urged above that there are 
‘many well-known facts,—e.g., the momentary perception of the word- 
sound—-that eannot be explained on the theory that all that theetlort of the 
human utterer does is to manifest, or reuder perceptible, the word that 
has always been in existence, and the effort doos not create or bring into 
existence, the word. It is urged in reply to this that, whether we regard 
the word as manifested by human effort, or as brought into existence by it, 
the fach remains that the word is perceived only for a moment. The 


sense is that this well-kuown fact is ag explicable under one theory as 
under the other. A Ca es aN 


aaa, Aaa nek 

sa: Satah, of that which already exists, q Param, at another time. 
yadan Adarganam, non-perception. faqy Visaya, [with regard to the] object — 
santra Anagamat, non-operation, i 

13. It is of that (word) which already exists that 
there is non-perception at other points of time (before and 
after the utterance),——and this is due to the fact that (at such 
other points of time) there is no operation (of the manifestive 
agency) with regard to the object (word-sound.) 
COMMENTARY. 

Tt has been argued above under sûtra 7 that word cannot be regarded 
as eternal, because of the fact that it is not found to be permanent,—it dis- 
appears immediately after its utterance. The present sfitra supplies the 
answer to this argument, It has been pointed out under the preceding 
sûtra that whatever theory we accept with regard to the perception of word- 
sound, the fact remains that it is perceptible only fora moment. It is 
now pointed out that this fact can be satisfactorily explained only on the 
eternity of words; as on this theory it can be very righ tly asserted 
that the word is heard at one moment and not at the other, because it 
is only at one moment that the manifestive agency--which in many cases 
is human utterance,—is operating towards its manifestation, and not at all 
moments ; that this is so is shown by the further fact that as long as, and 
whenever, a man goes on uttering the word, we hear it ; so long as the 
utterance is operating, the perception is there ; when the utterance ceases 
to operate, the perception ceases ; thus showing that what the utterance 
does is only to manifest, or render perceptible, what is already existing. 
If, on the other hand, the word were produced, or brought into existence, by 
our utterance,—just in the same manner as the jar is made by the potter, — 
it would be necessary that the word be heard all along since that point 
of time ; just as from the point of time at which the jar is made, it conti- 
nues to be perceived as long as it exists, Aga matter of fact, this is not 
found to be the case with the word ; which also goes to show that there 
is no production or creation of the word as there js of the jar. What the 
manifestive agency of the utterance does is to remove or set free the 
air enclosed within the vocal pipe, which is impeding the exit of the word- 
sound, 


“1 PADA, VI ADHTKARANA, Sa. 16. 


wae WTA ee N : 
gainer Prayogasya, of the utterance, xq Param, pertaining, referring. 
14. [As for the use of the word ‘ produces’) that refers 
to the utterance [of the word]-—14. : 
COMMENTARY. 
It has been argued in stra 8 that we find people inaking ase of the word 
‘ produces’ with regard to words: and this shows that words are produced, 
not eternal. In answer to this it is asserted that when we speak of the 
production of the word what we are referring to is only its utterance by 
some speaker; and it is not that it is brought into existence, not having 
existed before. Just as when we say ‘ gomayéhkuru,’ what we mean is, | 
not that the cow-dung has te be produced, but that a collecting of the | — 
cowdung has to be made; so ‘ sabdanhkuru’ must refer to the making or | 
bringing into existence the utterance of the word. 


Beaas AGT Ney N 


miara Adityavat, like the sun. Arqan Yaugapadyam, simultaneity. 
15. The simultaneity (of perception by many persons) 
is as in the case of the sun.—15. 
COMMENTARY. \ 
Satra 9 has argued that the very fact of the word-sound heing heard 
at the same time by different people and in different places proves that the 
word is not one, and is not eternal. It is in answer to this that the 
present sûtra argues that it is true that different men at different places 
perceive the word at the same time; but this. does not prove that the word 
is many and transient. The sun also is seen at the same time by many 
persons at different places ; and yet it is one only and eternal; in the same 
manner it is quite natural that the word should be one and eternal, and 
yet perceived by different people at different places, at the same time. 


 gurearatrare: nee N 


[uaran v. A] 
amt (wear) saa Sabdantaram, another word or letter. sare: Avikarah, 
not a modification, 

16. It (the change produce by the conjunction of 
letters) isa different letter; it is not a modification (of the 
original word.)---16. 

COMMENTARY. 
When the two words ‘dadhi’ and ‘atra’ are pronounced in close 
proximity, we have the form ‘dadhyatra’, if this latter is a modification 


- pbwra.utva ust-sOress, Y ADarAY A, 


of the former worda, then being modifiable, stile uta be transient ; as it 
has been argued in sfitra 10, As a matter of fact, however, in the form 
‘dadhyatra’ the syllable ‘ dhya’ is not a modification of the original 
syllables, dhi and a; it is an entirely different letter. ‘The reason for this 
view is that if ‘ya’ (as occurring in ‘ dhya,’ for instance) were a modifica- 
tion of the ‘i' of ‘dadhi’ and ‘a’ of ‘ atra,’—then there would be no ‘ya’ 
apart from these latter ; eg., the ice being a modification of water, there can 
nS no ice without Dater there is no such inseparable connection between 

‘ya. and ‘i and a,’ as here should be between the original and its 


modification. 
aKa Ul V9 Ul 


ara Nada, tone- af Vriddhi, increase—qu Para, iu reference to. 
17. The great increase (of magnitude) belongs (or is 
in reference) to the tone (not to the word itself.)—-17. 
COMMENTARY. 

It has been argued under sitra 11, that when many persons utter the 
same word we perceive that the magnitude of the word undergoes an 
inerease; which shows that the word is liable to change, and as such 
transient, If is argued in answer to this that when many persons pronounce 
the same word, what happeus is not any change in the word itself, but 
only in the tone, which becomes louder or fainter as the number of persons 
becomes more or less. In fact, on the theory of the Naiyayika, no increase 
of magnitude, is possible in the word; as the word is only a form of 
sound; and sound, according to him, is ouly a quality ; and as no quality 
can have a quality, sound cannot have magnitude, which also is a quality. 
‘Vo speak, therefore, of the iucrease of the magnitude of sound is, for the 
Naiyayika, a contradiction in terms. 


Rag ea, aiaa eter Ul ec 


fae: Nityah, eternal. g Tu, on the other hand. eag Syat, must be, 
ataca Darganasya, of the manifester, of the utterance. gerdesta Pararthatvat, 
being for another purpose, 
18. On the other hand (word) must be regarded as 
eternal ; specially because the utterance is for an altogether 
different purpose.—1L8. 
‘COMMENTARY. 
Having met seriatim the arguments propounded by the adversary, 
the author proceeds to put forward reasonings in support of the eternity of 


ARAYA, Sa. 20. 


sethantes Ne sug 


’ 


the ition bat utterance. a us H ngs hes wor rd into Satis he is here ay 
declared that it is not so. ; we utter the word not for the purpose of produe- 

ing or creating the word, but only for the purpose of expr essing what el 
word denotes, In fact, this purpose could not be served if the word uttered | 
by us were transient ; as in that case it would be destroyed the moment. ah 
that it was utter ed; and so not being in existetice at the time that the hearer 
would comprehend ‘the meaning,—whence could this comprehension arise ? 
The very fact of the comprehension being there shows that the word that 
we utter is not evanescent, but lasting. 


ada AeA U 28 28 n 


_ gaa Sarvatra, i in all cases. arervary Yaugapadyat, on account. of it) , 
taneity or unanimity. 


19. Because in the case of all [words] there is simul- 
taneity or Aeon [of recognition],—-19. 
COMMENTARY. 

Asa matter of fact we find that every word, as word, on aavernl occa- 
sions is invariably recognised by all men as being the same : whenever we 
hear a word- cow’ for instance,——we always recognise it as the samo 
word ‘cow’ that we had heard on previous occasions, This recognition of 
sameness is found, not with regard to one or a few words, but with regard 
to all words; and not in the minds of afew men, but in that of all men ; 
and what is thus universally vouched for cannot be gainsaid. Tt must te 
admitted that the word that is heard and used to-day is precisely the same’ 
that has been heard from time immemor ial; that is to say, it is eternal. 


AFETA ti Ro N À 
-7 agr Sankhya, number— sarma Abhavat, on account of absence. 


20. Also on account of the absence of nu mber.—-20, 

COMMENTARY, | 
In ordinary parlance, when a certain word is pronounced more than Í 
once, what we say is that the word has been used ‘five,’ ‘ten’ or ‘ twelve’ H 
times; and it is not said that ‘five,’ ‘ten,’ or ‘twelve’ such words have i 
been used: If the word were produced and destroyed each time, we should H 
have spoken of so many words, and not of the same word as spoken go ae 
~ many times. This universal usage also shows that the word is the sanie at 
whenever itis used ; that is to say, it is eternal, 


ee 


SA-SOTRAS, ee 


SASHES 


IESE 


i aĝa Acne RAE because of iudependence or absence of cause. 
21. Because of the absence of cause.---21, = 
COMMENTARY. 
In the case of all things that are liable to destruction people always 
find some cause of destruction ; there in. nosuch cause or agent of destruc- 
tion perceptible in the case of words; consequently we cannot admit of 
sucli destruction ; and words must be regarded as ‘indestructible,’ eternal. 


TETTEI MIET N I N 


qamarata Prakbyabhavat, on account of the non-mention, =r Cha, and. 
äras Yogyasya, of that which is capable (of being perceived). 

22. Also because what is perceptible [by the ear] is 
not what is spoken of (in the Vedie declaration ‘the air 
becomes the word '].—22. 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponents of word-eternity bring forward the Vedic text ‘the 
air becomes the word’ in support of the contention that the word has a 
beginning, being, as herein declared, a mere product of the combination of 
air-particles. As against this view it is argued that this text cannot refer 
to what we know as the ‘word ;’ as this is what is perceptible by the ear; 
and certainly no product of air-particles is such as can be so perceived,—air, 
according to the Logician, being perceptible by the sense of touch alone. 


RIRIN N R3 N 


fag Lin a, indication—agiata rola on account of our pene with, 


sq Cha, also 
23. Also because we meet with [texts] indientins [of 
eternity of words]. — 23. 
COMMENTARY, 

This refers to such texts as ‘ vacha ~virdpinityaya’—' by the word 
which is unmodifying and eternal ’—,here the word is distinctly spoken 
as eternal, 

Stress is laid on the eternity of words inasmuch as if words have a 
source, they cannot but be fallible. Because such source must be in some 
sort of an intelligent person. As a matter of fact, we find that no such personal 

source is infallible. Hence the non-eternity of the word would strike at . 
the infallible authority of the word and of the Veda, which is a mere 
collection. of words~—upon which the whole fabric of Dharma, aecofding 


to the Mimamsaka rests, 


a T PADA, PIE ADnicanaya, Sa, 24. vars 


~The Veda i ig expressiv e. 


SÙTRAS 24-26, 


E TSAA: ay aderarea NRN 


ful arerat:| 


cae dae even on eter nality (or even on manifestation). ar Va,’ 


` even, HITAN Avachanah, not expressive (of the meanings). [v.4 taqar Rachanah, 


products of human effort], ex; Syuh, they (sentences) would be. seq Arihant 


of the meaning (of sentences). yafaa, Atannimittatvat, on account of not 
having that for its sole cause. 


24. “Even though (words and their meanings were) 
eternal (or even on the manifestation of words and their 
meanings) (the sentences) would remain inexpressive or 
would be the product of separate effort) because (the meaning 
of the sentence) does not depend entirely upon (the meaning 


of the words).” 
COMMENTARY. 


Lhe question of the relationship between the word and its meaning 
having been settled, a further question is raised :—Granting that the word 
is eternal and that its relation to its meaning is also eternal, what has this 
_ to do with the authority of the Vedic injunction or with matters relating to 
dharma? Before entering into arguments hearing specifically on the Veda, 
the opponent takes hisstand upon general principles. We grant that the 
words express their meanings and that they are eternal; all that this proves 
is that words provide us with correct ideas ; how does this prove the 
trustworthy character of the Vedic injunctions? These injunctions are 
in the form of sentences containing more than one word; and for the 
comprehending of a conglomeration of words we need something more 
than the comprehension of the meanings of the component words, Con- 
sequently inasmuch as so far the Mim&amsaka has succeeded in establish- 
ing the eternity, and hence the trustworthiness of words only, we must 
reject the authority of the Vedic injunction. 


Some people read ‘rachanah’ in place of ‘avachanah’; the sense of 


the Sûtra in that case would be that ‘the meanings of sentences must be 


regarded to be originated by human agencies, and as such incapable of 
being accepted as eternal and authoritative on matters relating to dharma,’ 
In answer to the above we have the ginal conclusion embodied in the 


next two sfitras. 
3 


(SLE KOBA AR AOAN MEE eB 252 EEV AAAS oaeee e ee ert 


anahara Tadbhatanam, of words as periaining or related to the things 
denoted, farmta Karena: with the word expressive of action, @AtaTa: 
| Samamnayah, textual juxtaposition, sieq Arthasya, of the meaning (of the 
sentence). qarara Tannimittatvat, on account of being ail upon it 
(meaning of words composing it), 


52. [In a sentence] all words denoting things are in 
close textual juxtaposition with the word expressive of an 
action; [and from this it follows that the meaning of the 
sentence must be got at through this juxtaposition of the 
words] specially because the meaning of the sentence is 
dependent upon the meaning of the words composing it.—25. 
COMMENTARY. ! 
Tn answer to the above it is shown that as a matter of fact the mean- 
ing of the sentence does depend upon the meaning of the words composing ` 
«it; there is nothing to prove that the sentence has any other meaning 
apart from what is afforded by the component words. For instance, in 
the sentence ‘agnihotrifjuhuyat svargakimah’ we find that the word 
expressive of the Agnihotra sacrifice and also the word expressive of desiring 
heaven are both found in close proximity to the word ‘juhuyat’ which 
denotes the action of offering ; and all the meaning that is afforded by: 
this sentence is that which is got at through the signification of the two 
former words taken along with the signification of the verb, The meaning 
is that one desirous of heaven—should offer-—the agnihotra, whieh is 
nothing more than the denotations of the three words linked together. 
Henee when the wordand its meaning are eternal, sentences formed by 
these words must also be eternal; and thus the eternity of sentences 
being established, there is no incongruity in the view that the Veda is the 
trustworthy authority for all matters relating to Dharma. 


ara Sierras Anaan: ar N A N 


atm Loke, in ordinary parlance, eafwaare Sanniyamat, on account of re- 
striction or limitation. wàt Prayoga, usage — QART: Sannikargah, explana- 
tion, justification. 
26. Inasmuch as we find a restriction in the case of 
ordinary parlance, it follows that [in the Veda also] there 
would be a similar explanation for the use [of sentences].— 26, 


| UTT RADA, PII ADELE RANA, Sa. 27-28. 


COMMENTARY. 


In the case sof dairy usage it is found that it is only when we 
know the meaning of each individual word that we can use or comprehend 
the meaning of the sentence composed of those words: from this analogy 
it could be safely argued that the meaning of the sentence depends upon 
the meaning of the words. gnati is to say, it must be admitted that the 
meaning of the. sentence ‘hgnihotrafjuhuyét svargakdmah’ js nothing 
more or less than what is signified clio each of the three words. 


Adhikarana V IIT. the Piri is not the work of a 
personal author. 
SUTRAS 27-32. 


“Sate AARETE: ” 1) a9 i 


Wara Vedan, the Vedas, Cha, and. gx Eke, some people, aaga 
Sannikaigam, (are) modern, or the work of an author. gangar: Pu usåkbhyáh, | 


(because) they are named after men. 


27. " According to some people the Vedas are the work 


of human authors ; being, as they are, named after men,”’—27. 
COMMENTARY. 
Tt has been asserted abo. re that the Veda is the sole authority on 
matters relating to Dharma; and that the Veda is trustworthy, because 
it is eternal, and as such free from all those discrepancies to which the 
words of haman beings are liable. The opponent now proceeds to show 
that the Veda, and the injunctions contained therein, are the work of 
human authors, and as such they are not an absolutely trustworthy source 
of information. The Veda, it is argued, must have had a human author, 
because we find yarious sections of the Veda named after men; eg, 
*Kathaka’ after the name of Katha, ‘Paippalada’ after ihe name of 
Pippalada, and so forth ; all this proves that the section called ‘ Kathaka’ 
is the work of the person called Katha, and that called ‘ Paippalida* was 
composed by Pippalada. 


“AAAA” N ac N 


aa Anitya, non-eternal or transient things eina Darganat, also 
because of her finding. ‘@ Cha, also. 


28. “Also because we find[in the Veda] [the mention 
of] many non-eternal things.’’—28. 


Falcon 
fea 


| COMMENTARY. j 
-Another argument in support of the view that the. ‘Veda is not 
eternal is here propounded, Asa matter of fact, we find such statements 
in the Veda as--'‘ Auddilakib akâmayata,” ‘ Auddélaki desired,’ ‘ Bahara 
pravahani desired, and so forth—wherein are mentioned persons and 
“events that cannot be said to be eternal. That is to say, the presence 
of such sentences as the above proves that the sentences were composed 
“Jong after the persons spoken of therein lived on the earth; and that 
they did not exist before these persons; that is to say, the Veda has 
“had a beginning in time. 
THE MAJAR NRE N 
IER Uktam, has already pe declared and proved, g Tu, but, weg 
Sabda, of wor aici Parvatvam, priority or eternality, 
29. But the eternality ofthe word has already been 


astablished.—29. 
COMMENTARY. 


In answer to the above arguments it is declared that arguments 
in support of the eternaltty of all words (and the Veda) have already been 
advanced above under sûtras 6-28, where it has been proved that all 
words are eternal. All that is necessary, therefore, on the present occasion 

ig to answer thearguments put forward by the opponent in sûtras 27 and 
998. And this is done in the following sûtras. i 
IEN TAAATA W 3e U 
aigeal Ákhyá, the name, qaaa, Pravachanat, [is due to} excepiionally 
excellent study and teaching. 
30. The name [of the Vedic sections] is based upon ex- 
- ceptionally excellent study ‘and teaching [of that section by 


a particular person. }—30. 
COMMENTARY. 


Tn answer to sûtra 27, it is urged that a certain section of the 
Veda is named: ‘ Kathaka, not because it was composed by Katha, but 
only because that section wag made the subject of special study 
by a person of that name who was regarded as a specialist in that 
section of the Veda which, on that account, came to be known after 


his name. 
acg JARTAARTETA N3 u 


qa g Param tu, the Han (is). sfà Sruti, sound—¢rarer Bamanga simi- 
larity—aag Mâtram, only, 


31. The other is only a aitulavity of sounds. Sust: 


x K PADA, virt ADHIKARANA, Sú, 27-88. 


ernment 


í COMMENTARY, 

As for the mention of the names of men and things in the Veda, 
there is nothing to show that the word as found in the Veda was actually 
the name of a person; it is, in fact, nothing more than a chance. re- 
semblance of sounds; the word as found in the Veda has since then been 
borne as the name of a certain person; that does not show that in. the 
Veda it must be regarded as a proper name; it may be used there in a 
totally different sense ; for instance, as the Bhasya points out, the word 
‘ pravahana’ may mean only the ereellent carrier. 


aa ar fafa: ear HAT: araa UW 3R I 

#a Krite, towards or of an action, ar'Va, or Aam: Vinivogah, urging, 
injunction, inducement, fart Syat, may be, aaa: Karmanah, of action, aeria 
Sambandhat, on account of connection or relationship. 

32. [Such apparently absurd Vedic declarations as 
‘trees performed this sacrifice’ and the like] may be regarded 
as inducements towards certain actions ; because of the rela- 
tionship or connection [of those sentences] with actions.—32. 

COMMENTARY. 

The opponents of Vedic authority have argued that the Veda cannot 
be regarded as authoritative and trustworthy, because it contains such 
apparently absurd statements as ‘ the cows sat at the sacrifice,’ ‘the trees 
performed the sacrifice’ and so forth. In answer to this it is urged that 
though these sentences are absurd when taken by themselves, they cease 
to be so when they are taken along with the context in which they oceur, 
All these sentences are found in the section dealing with a certain 
sacrifice; and in praise of this sacrifice it is declared that even such 
inanimate things as trees and the like have had recourse to the per- 
formance of the sacrifice; so excellent it is, and so manifestly desirable 
are its results that even trees were induced to perform it; under the 
circumstances it is only natural that such intelligent beings as men should 
perceive the excellence of the action, and engage in performing it. There 
is nothing incongruous and absurd in the sentence if thus intelligently 
interpreted. i 

Thus then the Veda, not being the work of a human author—whereby 


itis free from all the discrepancies consequent upon such authorship ~ 


—and there being nothing in the text of the Veda itself that shakes 
its authority,—it must be admitted that it is a trustworthy source of 


| it te he he, 


knowledge otal matters ne to ‘Dherwa: and a 
that no other source of such knowledge is available, the Veda must be 
also acknowledged to be the only. source of knowledge, relating to 
Dharma. nl EG! 


+ 


Suconp ey GCE OY ta 
THE AUTHORITY ON THE ARTHAVADA hi 
» Adhikarana Eno l 'rustworthy character of Arthavida 


passages in general. 
SUTRAS 1-18. 


ete Hiss 
Prater” weit e 


aatar Amnayasya, of the Veda. rantena RIYAN AVAN wee for the. 


purpose of laying down actions. MARIAA, Avarthakyam, (there must be) 
uselessness. saantara Atadarthanam, of those (parts of it) which do not 
serve that purpose. eea Tasmat, for this reason (in regard to such parts). 

‘ated, grat Anityam iti, as nor-eternal (not serving any eternally useful purpose 
“in the shape of laying down actions), aeae a Mh (a Veda) ` are declared 
to be. 

| 1. ‘The purpose of the Veda lying in the ase down 
‘of actions, those (parts of it) which do not serve that purpose 
are useless; and in these therefore is the Veda said to be 
non-etern al (1.e., of no permanent value.) ”’— Ay 

COMMENTARY, 
| Having, in the preceding section, ascertained the ae of the Veda 

being AUE and trustworthy, the author now proceeds to explain 
the usefulness, with regard to Dharma, of the entire Veda ; consisting, as 
it does, of (1) Injunctions and Prohibitions, (2) Valedictory awd Deprecatory 
Passages (3) Mantras and (4) Names; each of these is now going to be 
considered separately with reference to its bearing upon Dharma, 


‘That the Injunctions and Prohibitions serve distinctly useful purposes ` 


in matters relating to Dharma follows from the very definition of dharma 
propounded in sůtra 1. 1.2. above; where it has been shown that the 
Vedic Injunction is the sole authority for Dharma, and that the chief pur- 
_ pose of Injunctions lay in the pointing out of actions that, as constituting 
` Dharma, should be performed ; from this it follows that Prohibitions also 
have their use in the sicicaliny of actions, which, as conatituting Adharma, 
should not be performed, It is all right so far. Now the question arises-~ 


$ 


stive a dl Prebsbitive Paosnaes ‘as authoritative, De- 
i oint out the Tesults, the mater dials and the methods 


cause: they [Serve 


pertaining to ARUN but as regards the other three classes. of passages. 


contained, in ‘the Veda, inasmuch as they do not point out anything with, 


reference to. any Actions to be performed, T should these also be regar ded 


as authoritative | or Hob? The mattor of Mantras and Names will be 
taken’ up later ony ‘at, ‘present, we confine our. attention to the passages 
called * arthavada’~-those that are valedictory, praising something, e0, 
the sentence ‘Vay uis the swiftest deity’ as well as those that are depre- 
eatory---e g, M kudra wopt, and from that v was silver produced.’ Are these 
passages author itative P That is, have they MiS bearing on wetions and A 
hence on Dharma? ne | 
The Pûrvapahja viow is that (ea passages apparently can have no 
authoritative bearing on Dharma ; for the simple reason that they do not. 
declare. anything with regard to any actions to be performed or avoided. 


For instance, the sentence ‘ Vayu is the swittest deity’ says nothing asto | 


any action; it simply declares an established fact ; our knowledge of Vayu. 
as the swiftest deity does not help us in the performance or avoidance of n 
any action, Similarly, the sentence ‘Rudra wept, and from that was 
silver produced’ does not say anything as to any action. All these passages: 
then, not serving the purpose of pointing to uny action, inust be regarded) 
as useless— having no bearing on Dharma; and as such, serving no etery 
nally useful purpose ; as it is only matters relating to Dharma that are of 
perennial interest; etn with all purely valedictory. and deprecatory 


passages. 
at Ca 
‘ meeli ar > We? I 


are Sastra, (of) scriptures, =g Drista, (of) directly perceived facts. 
faiiaa Virodhat, because of the contradiction. = Cha, and also, 


9 And also because of the contradiction of the 


SOLS al and of directly perceived facts.”—2, 
COMMENTARY, 

This sûtra puts forward another ar gument in support of the position 
advanced in the preceding satra. i 

The purely arthavada passages,” continues the Ptrvapakgin, can 
have no authoritative bearing upon dharma. Because in the case of such. 
passages as ‘the mind is a thief,’ ‘speech is a teller of lies’ and the like, 
inasmuch as they describe a certain state of things as they exist, they can 


PUR 


VA-MIMAMSA-SUTRAS. 

have no bearing upon what should ‘be done. In order to escapo this: 
predicament, it will perhaps be explained that what is meant by the de- 
claration ‘the mind is a thief’ is that ‘inasmuch as such an important 
sense-organ as the mind isa thief, one should commit theft by the other 
organs also ;’ and similarly by declaring that ‘speech ig a teller of lies’ it. 
is meant that we should tell lies ;--both these passages in this manner 
laying down things to be done, and as such having a direct bearing upon: 

Dharma. But in this case the passages would be contradictory to the 
seriptures that prohibit stealing and telling of lies. Similarly, we have such 
passages asm" during the day the smoke only is seen and not the bright- 
ness (of fire)’ This passage is adirect contradiction of a directly por- 
ceived fact, because we actually see the brightness of fire during the day. 
Lastly we have the passage wherein the Brahmana priest is represented 
as saying ‘we know not if we are Brahmanas or non-Brihmanas.’ This 
contradicts a fact of perception, inasmuch as the Brahmanabhood of the, 
Bralunana is a perceptible fact. iG 


“aor Heard” tl 3 M : 

aat Tatha, also. warara Phalabhavat, because of the absence of re- 
sults. its | 

3. “Also because of the absence of results.”’-—3. 
COMMENTARY, 

Another argument against the authoritativeness of arthavada pas- 
sages: With regard to the Gargatrirâtra Brahmana, it is said-—! the face 
of one who knows this brightens up.’ Now if the brightening in the 
face is an already established fact,— then the passage is. purely des- 
criptive of a fact; and as such can have no bearing upon Dharma. 1f, 
on the other hand, it does not exist, then the declaration becomes untrue 
mentioning things as existing when, in reality, they do not exist. 
Lastly, if the passage is regarded as indicating the result that accrues from 
the reading of that particular Bréahmana—this mention of the result implay- 
the propricty of the reading,—then also we find the declaration defective ; 
because, as a matter of fact, we never find the face of the, reader. of the 
Brahmana brightening up. Thus we find that the result as mentioned 


in the passage never comes abcut. Hence the passage must be rejected as” 
untrustworthy.” a 


“AARNA” A L N a 


yag Anya, (of) others.—arafgara Anarthakyat, because of yselessness, x 


' IN 


| (DD PADA, T ADHIKARANA, 5a. 6. 


4. “ Because of the uselessness of others (other pas- 
sages), =—4. A 
| a COMMENTARY. 

~ The arguments put forward in the preceding Sûtra demolish the 
authority of all those arthavada passages which speak of excellent results 
following from trifling actions, e.g., such as the passage declaring that 
by acquiring the knowledge of the As’yamedha one conquers earth. 
Even granting fox the sake of argument that the passages mention real 
results, i.e. declares certain result as following from certain actions ;— 
if it be true that one has to acquire the knowledge of the Asvamedha, 
and that for the sake of becoming immortal,—or that one should offer 
the Parnihuti and thereby obtain all that he denies,—then, inasmuch ag 
all desires will have been fulfilled by the trifling act of the Parndhuti 
offering, why should any intelligent person have recourse to such 
elaborate sacrifices as the Jyotistoma and the like? Thus by sceking 
to establish the authority of a few ArthayAda passages, you prove the — 
uselessness of almost all real injunctions which actually and directly 
lay down definite actions. 


“ sinters ” yw N 


mart Abhagi, (of) an impossibility (which cannot be negatived). qiiam 
Pratisedhat, because of the neégativing. % Cha, also. 

5. “ Also because of the negativing of impossibili- 
ties.’’— 5, 
COMMENTARY. 

Io the Veda we meet with such passages as—‘the fire is not. to 
be kindled on the earth, ‘fire is not to be kindled in the sky,’ and so 
forth; here we have the negation or prohibition of the kindling of fire 
in the sky; as itis never possible for the fire to be kindled in the sky, 
its negation becomes absurd : so also, as the kindling cannot be done 
except on the earth, the negativing of this also becomes absurd ; and as 
no authority can belong to such absurd declarations, such passages 
cannot be regarded as trustworthy. a 


lacius G 


afe Anitya, (of) non-eternal things. etme Samyogat, because of the 
contact or presence (s.e. mention.) 


6. “Because of the mention of non-eternal things.”-—6, 
i 


COMMENTARY. 

We find in many passages, the names of things. that a are. 

non- eter nal; this vitiates the eternal character of these passages Gf not 

‘of the entire Veda, which point has been discussed under ‘sitras’ 1.1.28 

and 81). We have, for example, the passage ‘mentioning the “son of 

o Pravaliana ’ ‘as desiring something; this ‘son of Pravahana’ cannot but 

1 Bay e been a perishable being ; such passages, therefore, being non. eternal, ; 
NY cannot he regarded as trastworthy guides as to what is duty. 


W ith this Satra 6, ends the statement of the Patrvapakga ; tl he 
upshot of which is that Arthavada passages cannot be regarded to in 
authoritative and trustworthy in matters relating to Dharma as the 
iM purely injunctive passages; for reasons put forward in the sûtras L to 6 

Me ape \ Ki ua 
A SIDDHÀNTA. 
‘The Siddhanta or final conclusion is put forward in sitra 7 and 


My further discussed in sdtras 8 to 18. 


Roar @aarvearq gata Briat eg: 0 on 


Bar Vidhina, with the injunctive passages, a Tu, but, qaaa 
Ekavākyatvát, inasmuch as they are syntactically connected. apat Stutyar- 
thena, by reason of their serving the purpose of praising. fadtara E TaN 
l of what i is enjoined. ra: Syuh, they would be (authoritative). 


7. Inasmuch as they are syntactically connected 
with the injunctive passages, they (arthavada passages 
would be) (authoritative), by reason of their serving the 
purpose of praising what has been enjoined.—7. 


7 


COMMENTARY. 


The main contention of the opponent is that the ar thaváda passages 
cannot have any autlioritative bearing upon Dharma, because, merely 
describing settled facts, they have no connection with anything to be 
‘done, It is pointed out in the present sûtra, that it is not trae that 
these passages have no connection with actions to be performed, Asa 
matter of fact we find that all arthavada passages are capable of being 
‘construed along with one or more injunctive passages ; and the purpose that 
they serve is that of praising the action enjoined in. the sentence with 
which they are related. For instance, we have the injunction-—‘ one who 
desires prosperity should sacrifice the Sveta dedicated to Vayu;’ this 
naturally leads to the question ‘why should that particular animal he’ 


Na Nod ` 4 : EWIN AEI y pi 
Wie s i 


l vaya is aiie ties a it carries nN perio ciel tc pence 
very swiltly ;" a thus we see that there isa ‘syntactical affinity between 
these two passages, which leads us to constrae ‘them together ; and inas» 
much as the arthavada serves the distinctly useful purpose of prompting 
men to. the performance. of the act enjoined by the in junctive passage, 
it cannot be said to, have, no bearing upon Dharma, 


Tn this connection, it may. be noted that, i in regar d to every injunctive, N 


passage we have two kinds of Bhdrand or injunction—the actual and the. 
verbal, each of these having three factors. of (1) the result, (2) the means 

and (3) the procedure ; in the actual bhdvand, the ‘result’ is the result 
aceruing from. the performance of the enjoined action ; the ‘means’ is the . 
action enjoined, and the ‘procedure’ is the various subsidiary actions 
that go to make up the enjoined action. “But of the verbal bhavand, the 
‘result’ is the activity or Dronning of the person; the ‘means’ is the 
injunctive passage; and the ‘ procedure’ —how i ig this ‘prompting to be 


accomplished by means of the injunctive passage r--consists, of the!’ 


arthavada, passages which accomplish this by praising the action Thug 
we find that the arthavada enters as an essential factor in the Injunction, 

3 Kumirila has applied the reasoning to. similar passages in the | 
Puranas. | He says that the ‘praises and descriptions contained in the 
Purdnas need not be accepted as literally true; specially when they are 
not capable of being taken along with any injunction of actions. | To 
this category belong such descriptions as those of the Gandham: Adana 


and the like; these serve the purpose of giving pleasure in the mere 


recitation ; the deseription of wars also are meant simply to encourage 
the Beye and the warlike as also the coward. In this manner, all these 
serve distinctly useful purposes. Where no such result is found,—as in 
the case of the hymns to deities—we assume an unseen or tranacendinlal 
result. 


JAA MARA us N 


Fean Tulyam, (is) equal. = Cha, and, also. arsqatfa@aa Sampradayikam, 
the connection of long-established tradition, 

8. And the connection of long-established tradition is 
also equal (to the Injunction and the Arthayâda passages). 
—~§, 

COMMENTARY, 
The Arthavada ‘cannot be rejected as useless, because w serves 
a distinctly useful purpose as shown above ; and also because of another 


f j 


reason, put forward in the present satra. Asa matter of fact, we fnd 
that the Arthavada passages are treated, by student 


| of Veda, with as — 
much regard and attention as the Tujunctive "passages ; from this we 
conclude that the rules laid down for the study of the Veda apply with 
equal forco to both sets of passages ; and this regard and attention could — 
‘not be paid to the Arthavida if they were entirely useless ; in which 
ease, the students could not have kept up the study of these passages. yi 
Another interpretation of the sûtra given by Kuméarila is as follows :— 
The injunction of Vedic study—uapon which the traditional method of 
study is based-—imakes no distinction between the injunctive ‘and. the 
 Arthavâda passages; and from this we infer that they have a distinct 
_ purpose of their own, in connection ‘with the action laid down by the 
injunctive passages; and this purpose consists in the praising of that 
action and thereby persuading people to its performance. Ue an 
amar argos: A fe fra: ea | wah- 
EANNA: | AENA UTR R UW Al 
i aratat Apiāptā, (is) not applicable, * Cha, and,  sraqafe: Anupapattih, 
incongruity or contradiction, gait Prayoge, on their (Arthavada passages) 
Jaying down actions. — f% Hi, because, fatta: Virodhah, incongruity or con- 
tradiction, are Syat, would be. wearer: Sabdarthah, the meaning of the 
words; [or * it serves) as an auxiliary to the injunctive word], @ Tu, but, 
granna: Aprayogabhatah, (does not) lay down actions, aenta Vasmat, there- 
ore. aqaa Upapadyeta, it is all right (there is no incongruity), Ni 


2 9. And the incongruity (urged above) is not applicable ; 
Decause there would be incongruity if the passages laid 
= down actions; but (in reality) the meaning of the words. 
does not lay down actions [or the passage is an auxiliary 
to the injunctive word, and does not lay down actions ;*] 
hence it is all right (there is no incongruity).—9. ni | 
COMMENTARY, | ae 
The. ineongruities ‘pointed out in Satra 2 et, seq, viz., ‘that the 
_Arthavada passages, ‘mind is a thief’ and the like, are contradictory to 
scriptures and well-established facts of perception, and so forth—are 
not applicable at all. Because there would be such a contradiction only 
if the passages really laid down actions ; for instance, the passage ‘the 
mind is a thief’ would contradict the scriptures prohibiting theft, only 


shai An taeannnnhvaioonnny rm 


Le ll nr net a aa aa a eea repartee 


* This is the alternative explanation given by the Vartika, 


lornar. 


nN of ise passages aro not taken dn ae iler sense ; nor are 
words from without added to them ‘to ‘make them regular injune- 
tions of actions; they are taken only as signifying praise; this praise 
cannot contradict any seviptures or well-aseer tained facts ; hence there can 
be, no incongr uity in regard to the authority of the arthavada passages. 
the) Varlika notes three different readings of this sûtra: (1) ‘ anri 
| ptâñehânupapattim, ‘ete, in this. ease the sûtra shall be rendered as ‘ we 
find the incongruity not applicable, eto., ete.’ (2) ‘apraptatichanupapattim, m 
ate.’ the rendering i in this case bee ‘our a is not open to the incon 
gruity, ete., ete.” 8 as taken above. 


yg a t w , 
was Gunavadah, (there is) indirect application, ia Tu, but, 


But there i is indirect t application. ate 
- COMMENTARY. ne 


fit Itt may bs possible. to take the arthavada alone with, apa as auxil- 
‘tiary to, the, injunctive passage when the two treat of the same subject; i 
how can this be possible when the two treat of two entirely difforent 
subjects ?—-e.g., the arthavada praises the wator, while the injunction lays 
down the use of the branch of the Vetasa tree.” The explanation given 
by the satrais that in all such cases there is an indirect application; — 
that is to say, the praise though applying directly to the water, applies 
indirect! tly to all things produced in water; and the enjoined Vetasa being 
one such thing, the praise becomes related to the injunction, through | 
this indirect application ; the meaning being —‘ because water is calm, 
by the use of the Vetasa, which 1 15 produced i in water, the sacrificer obtains 


calm and peace.’ 
| SNe stats vee N 
wae Ropat, on the (similarity a form. rara Prayat, on the character 
of the greater part. | 


11. On the similarity of form, and on the character 


of the greater part a indirect injunction of "passages is 
based. Jl. 


COMMENTARY. 

This Lae meets ‘the objections urged in alta 2 with regard to 
the two arthavada passages: (1) ‘the mind isa thief,’ and (2) ‘speech is a 
liar.’ These two sentences are not to be taken in their literal sense ; 


PURVA-MINAMSA-SOTRAS, I ADUYAYA. AST 


‘they are to be taken in their indirect signification: (1) The sentence ‘mind 
is a thief’ is to be taken in the sense ‘ the mind is hidden within the body,’ 
this ‘signification being’ based upon the fact that the mind is similar to 
the thief, in: that both are hidden: the mind hides itself, just as the 
thief does. Similarly, ‘speech is a liar’ is to be taken in the sense that 
most speech is untrue, this signification being based upon the character 
of the greater part of speech being generally found to be untrue. 
Hence the sentences cannot be stigmatised as contradictory to seriptures 
or well-established perceptible facts. The purpose served by these 
passages is that gold is superior to both these, and so should be given 


at sacrifices, 


FOETA UN R u 


ge Dara, distance, aeara Bhoyastvat, on account of the greatness of, 
12, Because of the greatness of distance,—12, 
COMMENTARY, 

It has been argued under sfitra 2, that some uthavada passages are 
direct contradictions of well-ascertained facts of perception ; as for instance, 
when a passage declares that ‘during the day the smoke alone of. the 
fire is seen.’ The answer to this is that, asa matter of fact during the day 
when the fire is burning at a great distance, it is only the smoke—and not 
the bright flame—of the fire that is seen ; $0 the passage does not contra- 
dict a perceived fact. The purpose served by this passage lies in the justi- 
fying of the use, at the morning libation; of the mantra ‘Stiryo jyotinjyote 
ragnik svahd,’ and at the evening libation of the mantra ‘A gnirjyotirjyotih 
suryak svaha, Both of which contain the names of both Stirya and Agni; 
the use of those that are called ‘mixed’ mantra is justified by the declara- 
tion that during the day Agni enters into Sfrya as proved by the percep- 
tion of smoke only ; and Sarya enters into Agni, as proved by the non-per- 
ception of the Sun; hence at both times both these deities being mixed 
up in one, it is only right that ‘mixed’ mantras should be used. 


S RANTING HALA FATNAT il 22 N 


eft Stri, (ef) women. sqa Aparddhdt, on account of the failing. | ama: 
Kariuh, of the father. -=q Cha, and, g3 Puira, of the son, adag, Darsanam, 
(there is) the finding, : $ ; 


i AEE PEIE oS Meese? 
* The Bhasya and the Vartika both read ‘siryaparâdhât, the omission of the initial 
‘str,’ therefore in the text of the sitra in the Bibl. Indica edition must be regarded as an 


oversight, 


bod ong account of the failing of the woman, (there can 
beno certainty of caste); Specially as the son is often found 


to Delong to the father.—13,_ 
COMMENTARY. | 

‘i Under sitra R it has been argued that, the passage ‘we ia not if 
we are Bréhmanas or non-BrAhmanas’. contradicts a fact of perception ; 
inasmuch as the Brihmanahood of the priest is a perceptible fact; when. 
we see that the priest is the son of a Br dhinana, there can be no doubt as. 
to his Brahmanahood. The answer to this is that there is always a chance 
of the mother having misbehaved with a man of a different caste ; in fact 
such mixture of castes is not uncommon; and in the case of mixtures 
if the son belonged tothe mother, then the misbehaving of the mother 
would not affect the caste of the child ; but we find Smritis declaring that 
the ‘son belongs to the father; heal as there is always a chance of 
misbehaviour on the pari of the mother, there can be no cer tainty as 
10 the caste of any person. The passage praises the recounting of one’s 
pravara—names of one’s famous ancestors and declares that even if the. 
reciter may have doubts as to his Brahmanahood, it, becomes univer sally. 
recognised if he recounts the pravaras, 


S ARARAT ee N 


MRAR Akalika ( (for) immediate good. geaqr Ipsa, desire, 
14. There is desire for immediate good.—-14, 
COMMENTARY, 

The opponents cite another passage which is opposed to the aciipravens a 
for instance, the sentence, ‘who knows: whether or not there is such a 
thing as heaven ete.’ ; this denial of the heaven world is a direct contradic- 
tion of all those passages that lay down the performance of certain sacri- 
fices for the attaining of heaven, The present sûtra explains the real pur- 
pose of the sentence in question: The sentence occurs in connection with 
the injunction of putting many wide windows in the Sacrificial House: ; 
the presence of many windows allows free exit to the smoke, and thereby 
removes one of the Epatant discomforts of persons engaged in the 
performance; this is the ‘immediate good’ mentioned in the sûtra; 
the meaning of the sûtra is that there is always present, in the ings 
of men, a desire for immediate good, rather than for one that is expected 
to come pice some sii j i cae i w a view to baad: the 


Gi 


E 


PORVA-MIMAMSA-SOTRAS. I ADHYAYA, 


giving of many windows, the arthvéda passages say—‘as regards such 
desirable results as the attainment of heaven and the like people may 
bave doubts as to whether or not there is any such place as Heaven,— 
but there can be no doubt, as to the excellent results proceeding from 
the giving of many windows to the house ;' thus all that the sentence 
means is, not that there is no such place as heaven, but only that the 
results proceeding from the giving of many windows is so sure and 
immediate, that one cannot fail to realise its desirability. 


fraser N RKN 
ar Vidya, (of) knowledge. ‘qaar Pragamsa, (it is) praise. 
15. It is praise of knowledge.—15, | 
COMMENTARY, 
This sûtra meets the arguments urged in sûtra 3. 


The passage declaring the ‘shining of the face’ of the man who 
studies a particular Brahmana of the Veda. is only a praise of that study ; 
the meaning being that the ‘man who studies it becomes so learned that 
all his words come to him smoothly, that whenever he makes a speech, it 
is all in good form and reason, and it is a pleasure to all who hear him,’— 
this is what is meant by his face ‘ shining’ or ‘ becoming beautiful,’ Thus 
there is no incongruity in the passage. As regards the declaration that 
‘his children become wealthy,’ this also is a praise of his learning; the 
meaning being that ‘the children of the learned man being also learned, 
they are naturally invited to officiate at a large number of sacrifices, the 
perquisites whereof enrich them,’ 


CAAA ATA TR Eee N 


aien Sarvatram, the universality. orfraritaa Adhikarikana, pertains to 
the capability of the agent. j 
16. The universality (mention of all) pertains to the 
capability of the agent, to perform all actions.—-16. 
y COMMENTARY. 

This meets the arguments urged in sûtra 4. 

When the passage declares ‘ all desirable results’ accruing to one who 
offers the piradkuét—which is the final offering completing the due 
kindling of the sacrificial fire--what is meant is that by thus having a duly 
kindled fire, the agent is enabled to perform all sacrifices, and thereby ob- 
taining all desirable results. Even so, it may be argued, it is not right. 
fo speak of ‘all results’ ; as ‘all results’ do not proceed from the sacrifices 


j : He m PADA, a ADHIKARANA, Sa. 4. G&L 
ip 

ma, e.g., the itai in the ou is not spoken of as irodai ne from 
any sacrifices ; ; consequently the declaration that ‘the performer of the 
Pûrmâhuti obtains all desires’ remains as untrue as ever. The reply to 

e this is that, even in ordinary parlance we often speak of all the rice having | 
been cooked ; this does not mean that all the rice in the world has been 
cooked; all that it means is that the cooking has been aceomplished of all 
the rice that had been set apart for being cooked on the particular occasion ; 
in the same manner, what the passage means is not the accruing of all that 
may be desired, but only that of those results that follow from actions per- 
formed with the help of consecrated fire. 


Ma HAA: Aa ana RATA: Haas: 
ead n 29 N 7 


waea Phalasya, of the result. -#afaeqey: Karmanispatteh, the accomplish- 
ment being due to actions. àg Tesam, of those (actions). waferae Lokavat, as 
in the ordinary world, qftarma: Parimanatah, due to the magnitude. waaay: 
Phalavigesah, difference in the results. ara Syat, there would be, re 


17. The accomplishment of the result being due to 
actions, there would be a difference in the results, due to the 
magnitude of the actions,-—as in the ordinary world,—17. 


COMMENTARY. 


This sitra supplies another answer to the objections answered in 
the preceding sfitra. There can be no incongruity even if we take the 
passage literally, and admit the fact of all results proceeding from ihe 
Pérnéhutt, Even if all results do proceed from this, the character of 
these results cannot but differ from similar results obtainable from more 
elaborate and difficult actions; for instance the heaven, ie., pleasurable 
existence-—obtained by the performance of the simple Pårnêhuti would be 
of a kind far irferior to that obtained by the elaborate Dorsa-Parnamdsa. 
Just as in ordinary experience we find in the case of two cultivators—one 
of whom labours hard throughout the day while the other cultivates his 
lands only now and again and leisurely,—though both obtain the same 
result, in the shape of the harvest, that reaped by the lazy man is far 
inferior, both in quality and quantity, to that-reaped by the laborious 
man, In this manner, there need be no incongruity in the passage in 
question, 

5 


pee AT of the last twò aphorisms (ol the e Porvapatoa), T 
ktam, (the answer is) as explained already, |) |) 


18. Of the last two aphorisms of the Par vapaksa, the 
a swor is as has been explained already. LLIB AND 
COMMENTARY. ! i 
wy: Institra 5 the Parvapaksa has taken the case of the passage 
thie ive should not pe kindled on the earth; the fire should not be 
kindled i mm the sky, etc.;’) and urged that these contain impossible nega- 
ti ions, 
i) a Wi The answer to this is that, just as the déuiecatan of mind iM speech 
Na has been shown in sdtra 11 to signify the praise of gold RO it the case 
In question also, the prohibition of the kindling on the bare ground 
implies the praise of the placing of a gold-plate on which the fire is 
‘laid ;-rand the prohibition of kindling in the sky, ete, is meant simply 
to lend force to the prohibition of the kindling on the bare ground, the 
sense being that ‘the kindling of the fire on the hare ground would 
be as absurd as the kindling in the sky,’ f 
(Z) In sûtra 6, the Pûrvapaksa has taken ‘abil, to the mention in 
the arthavada passages, of such non-eteriial things as ‘ the son of Pi aydhana’ 
and the like. TRE answer to this is the same that we Hare explained 


wader stra Lod. 31, 
We Wak nL use of this discussion as to the arthavada being taken 
along with the injunctive passage, lies in connection with the hatrisatra 
| acrilice, the result attained by which happens to be mentioned in a 
aaishae arthavada passage. RRN ai 
The Prabhakara presentation of the adhikarana is as follows :=— 
Pilrvapalga. ~~" Due significance can attach only’ to such sentences 
as contain words denoting an action ; as the arthavada does not contain 
such a word, it must be rejected as meaningless.” 
Siddhanta, ~~Though the arthavada does not contain a word denoting 
action, yet, inasmuch as it is construed along with injunetive sentences 
j which contain such a word, the two come to be taken as one sentence ; 
and as such the injunctive word cannot be said to he altogether absent 
y in the arthavada. The arthavada, therefore, has a definite meaning ony 
ah when construed along with the i injunctive sentence, 


eter rit 


| i srity of such A rthavada 
e the f orm of Injunctions. aint 


Rat enag A rk MAİ MAMA RIVE 


faPy: Vidhih, an injunction. ar Va, Pe Se a e chee 


„| Aptrvarvat, because of its (laying down) something new (not known already), 
arama Vadamatram, a mere description, f@ Hi, (specially) as. ATARE 


Anarthakam, (would be) useless, oat 
A A lt must be an inj unction ; because it lays down 
something new;. specially as a mere deseription would 
be useless.’’-—19. vibe i f 
Aea tann aae oa OOMMENTARY. 
It has been shown in the preceding Adhikarana that Arthayada pas- 
sages are. authoritative, inasmuch as they. are taken along with the — 
injunctive passages, and serve the useful purpose of persuading men to 
perform the actions laid down by these latter. But we find some passages 
which, while containing the praise of something, contain also the injunction 
of an action ; for instance, the passage ‘the sacrificial post is of udumbara 
wood: the udurabara wood is the essence of food ; cattle are strong ; through 
the powerful udumbara post one (the priest) acquires powerful cattle; 
the powerful (adumbara) tending: to bring about power.’ With regard 
to this the question arises--Does it mention the result--the obtaining of 
stvength and strong cattle~-as actually following from the making of the 
post of the udumbara wood, the sentence thereby becoming an injunetion 
of the result or does it only express mere praise for Purposes of persuasion ? 
Wea The Pûriapahsa view is that—" the passage should be taken asan 
injunction, and not asa mere praise; and the reason given is that the 
passage lays down that the post should he made o f udumbara wood, if one 
desires to obtain strength : and as this is not laid down by any other pas- 
sage, we cannot, but connect the mentioned result with the mentioned 
action ; and so Jong as the passage is capable of being taken as’an injune. 
tion, it would be absolutely meaningless to take it as mere praise,” 


“AnA Aq’ wre N 


Staa Lokavat, (it may be) as ia or liiapy prrlares, arẹ Tti, this, 41 Chet, 
if (is urged), 


20), UM IE it is urged that it may be as in ordinary 
parlance,”-—20, 


PORVA-MIMAMSA-SUTRAS, I ADHYAYA. 


COMMENTARY. 
An objection is raised against the Parvapaksa view :-- 
Tn ordinary parlance we find that when one says~-“ This cow gives 
good milk,” we donot take this praise as indicating the injunction of its 
pur chase ; ; we take it only ag a praise of the cow, this praise serving: the | 
purpose of persuading the person to purchase the cow,—this purchase 
haying been mentioned in another sentence; from the analogy. of this 
ordinary usage we may conclude that the sentence in question is a mere 
praise. 


“ot Wada” NLRI 


# Na, that cannot be, qewa Parvatvit, because it is known before- 
Mi hand, ' í 
21. “(We reply) that cannot be; because it is known 
beforehand.’’-—21. 
ay COMMENTARY. 
The Parvapaksin answers the objection raised in the preceding: 
sûtra He says—“ The analogy does not hold good ; because in the case of 
ordinary parlance, what is praised is already known beforehand ; and what 
is said in praise can also be verified by experience, by actually seeing the 
cow give good milk ; the case of the Vedic sentence is entirely different ; what 
is praised the making of the post with udumbara wood—is not already 
known ; nor is the fact put forward in the praise capable of verification by 
perception, ele. Hence we cannot apply the aualogy of ordinary parlance 
to the case of the Vedic passage in question. If we did so, then as in the 
case of the cow, the praise is verified by experience, so here also we would 
find it necessary to verify what is said in praise ; and as this is not possible 
because in ordinary experience, we can nevere find the udunibara to be 
“essence of food’, the whole declaration would become absurd. If, on the 
other hand, the sentence be taken as containing an injunction—and a 
Vedic injunction, being totally different in character from declarations in 
ordinary parlance,-~there would be no need for any such corroboration.” 


THT TAARIA N LIIR N 


gaz Uktam, has been explained. g Tu, but. amaaa Vakyagesatvam, 
the fact of being taken along with other injunctive sentences, 


22. But the fact of (such passages) being taken along 
with (other injunctive) sentences has been explained (in 
sutra by 2. T).—22, 


op PADA, n ADHIKARANA, “ga 1, 2: 23. 


Has, COMMENTARY. j 
< The tiweapakes has urged that, if taken as mere praise, the sentence | 
pecao absolutely meaningless. In answer to this it is pointed out that, 
< when taken as mere praise, the sentence cannot be meaningless or useless, 
because containing such praise, the sentence can be taken along with other 
injunctive sentences serving the purpose of persuading the agent to per- 
form the action enjoined by those sentences, as shown under sûtra 1. 2, 7. 
< There are strong reasons against regarding the sentence as an injunction, 
In the first place, there is no injunctive word, the verb being in the 
present tense; consequently the injunction could only be got at through 
the praise contained in the sentence; under the circumstances, it is far 


more reasonable to take the praise as bearing upon an altogether different 


sentence ; as in the case of ordinary Arthavada passages. That is to say, 
the sentence ‘one obtains powerful cattle’ must be taken as mere praise ; 
to be taken along with the sentence ‘the post is of udumbara wood’; and it 
serves the very useful purpose of persuading the agent to make the post of 
that wood ; and it does not mean that one who uses that wood actually 
acquires powerful cattle ; the sentence, therefore, has to be ‘taken as true 
only in its figurative or secondary sense of praise, and not in its literal 
signification. 


Aeaeada: era, tear cata: ATÀ, 
aamen Ra AUT N R3 


fi: Vidhih, the Injunction. =y Cha, also. mada: Ahorn 
“meaningless. Waa Kvachit, in certain cases. amraq Tasmat, from it. af: 
Stutih, praise. watag Pratiyate, is deduced or understood. qeararetra Tat- 
samanyat ; by reason of the similarity to that. gaty Itaresu, in the case of other 
sentences, qarag Vathatvam, the same character. 


33. In certain cases the Injunction is found to be actu- 
ally meaningless, in which case the sentence is taken as indi- 
cating praise; when other passages are found to be similar, 
these also must be accepted to have the same character.— 

COMMENTARY. 


It may be argued that it is not right to reject the direct or literal 
signification of a sentence in favour of an indirect or figurative one. 
But, says the sûtra, there are many sentences, where the direct sig- 
nification, which points to the enjoining of actions, is found to have 
ho meaning; and in all these cases, we reject that signification, and 


rast 


RVA Mtua susa-stnas S 


han taken AG yee Hea signifie l 
“the Vion Doak be made the eftest deity ;’ ‘this, Bi 


v “must mean 


lana ;\ as itis not possible for any. agont to make Vayu, elt One 
otherwise; for this reason, we take the sentence as mere praise of Vay Nh 
to) whom an animal i is laid down (by another sentence) as to be saer ifieed, Ad 


Divi 


The contention of the sûtra is that when, in such cases, all parties agree 
in rejecting the direct signification of i injunction in favour of tho indirect 
indication of praise, there can be no objection to the same in the case of 
all sentences that may be found to resemble the above sentence; that is 
to ‘say, when once we can, on sullicient grounds, reject the direct signifi- 
j cation, there can be no reason why we should not ag the nanie, TET 
wo have similar reasons for doing it. : a 


OIR maani a Recta, farted ‘fe 
aN RL Ul 


i wa Prakarane, in, along wich, the context, meaa PEN cor- | 


i patible, sqa: Apakarsah, removal or transference. q aether Na-kalpyeta, | 


i isnot right. femia Vidhyauarthakyam, meaninglessness of the hae ui ih 
te Hi, because. amia, Tamprati, with regard to that, 
24, In the case of that which is compatible (capable ae 
being taken along) with its own context, removal is not 
right; specially because an injunction would be absolutely ‘ 


i meaningless i in regard to that (particular sacrifice.)-—24, 


COMMENTARY. 


The present sttra puts forward another ar gument in AO 
of the view that in the case of many such sentences as the one in question, 
we find it necessary to reject the direct signification. of injunetion in 
favour of the indication of praise. The sentence referred to is the follow- 
‘ing! that which is burnt becomes fit for the demon’ =-oceurrring 
in the Darsha-Parmamdsa section; according to the argument of the 
Parvapaksa, the sentence must be taken as enjoining the demon as a 
_ deity for the sacrifice, to whom the burnt cake is to be offered : ; and this 
“would imply the removal of the previously mentioned deities of the sacri- 
fico, who should have to make room for the demon. As against this, the 
‘siitra urges that Bo long as there is a possibility of the previously mmen- 
tioned deities being retained there can be no justification for their 


ut e, acti opi 
ho reply i is t 


i 


aus Parapenien, in ia e context i 


e rases k'wliede ibe indirect indteation 


“tion. to thoi same, Dati done i in the e 


O RA a aria: RTE RN 


. aa Meh, iù the case ‘of in junction, rey Cha, and fur ther, ee Vakya- 
hee mh al split. ere ‘Syat, would be, | RN a GR RN 
And further, in the case of the sentence ees taken AN 
asa an a there would he syntactical split. E YO ARS 
KENEHI f i COMMENTARY. | EN E | AN 
w the sontene i 1 question be taken as an injunction, Men it 
‘would have to be Meee ase Tho Udumbara: wood is strong one 
should make the post of the Udumbara wood: and therehy the one 
sentence, ‘would. become resolved into two ; thereby causing a syntac tical 


ase of the Reaver ander discussion, n 


'onsequently there can be no objec Nah 


split, whieh cannot bo y Justilio le except when there is no other way of cons) | 


struing the sentence. 


The inevitable cone iaeia thus is that the sentence in question must 
be taken as mere praise, serving the purpose of persuading the perfor mer 
to make the post of the particular wood mentioned. 


According to Prabhakara, the argument for the Parvapaksa is that, 
so long as the sentence ‘obtains powerful cattle’ can be taken as por- 
taining to something to be accomplished (e.g., the action of making the post 
of udumbara wood), it is not right to take it as pointing merely an accom- 

plished fact—the mere praise. The argument for the Siddhanta is that so 
long as any one or more sentences can he taken as pertaining to a single 
injunetion, itis not right to accept different injunctions; hence when 
the sentence is capable of being taken as a praise, related to the previousl y 
enjoined action, we cannot aici it as an injunction of results, as held 
by He Por vapakga. 


Idi tik MSA-SOTRAS. f abayay 


srcareent ert tare 


Adh karana (III).— Pecan of such Aviansie passages i 
as. appear to contain the statement of reasons for cer tain 
courses of action, 


> 


SUTRA 1, 2. 26--30. 


“Peat erg waar” M R Il 


@a: Hetuh, reason. ar Va, only. ema Syat, must be, airite he 
Arthavattvopapattibhyam, because of usefulness and proof. My 


26. “ The passage must be taken only as the statement 
of reason ; because of usefulness and proof.—26. 
; COMMENTARY. 

There are certain passages which appear to contain the statement of 
reasons for a certain course of action, As for example, the passage ‘ the 
- libation should be poured with the Sarpa because it is by means of this that 
food is prepared.’ Now, aie regard to this, there arises the question-—— 
does the sentence ‘because, ete.,’ lay down a reason for the pouring of 
the libation with the arpa? or, is it a mere praise of the Sarpa meant to 
persuade the sacrificer to use it? ” : 

The Pérvapaksa embodied in the sfitra is that-—“ the sentence must 
“be taken as containing the statement of a reason for the adopting of a 
“certain course of action; (1) because when thus. taken, the sentence 
“ seryes the very useful purpose of implying the use of all such implements 
“of cooking as the ladle, the vessel and tlie like, all of which are used 
“in the preparing of food ; and (2) because it is only when it is thus taken 
“ that the assertion becomes at all true and justifiable; that is to say, if the 
‘sentence is taken as the praise of the sfrpa only, it fails to be 
“precisely true, as it is not only the sarpa whereby food is prepared ; 
“on the other hand, if we take the sentence as stating a reason for the 
“using of the sfivpa, as also of all those things that are instrumental in 
“the preparing of food, it becomes perfectly true; this is the ‘proof’ 
' “spoken of in the sûtra.” 

The Siddhanta in reply to the above is presented in the next sûtra. 


ag, magiaa, AAT FT AST N RY N 


añ: Stuth, (it is) praise. @ Tu, but, seatrqeqrt Sabdaporvatvat, because 
it is mentioned directly by the word, sqrear Achodanéa, non-injunction, = Cha, 
while, asa Tasya, of any other, 


a “But i UU ay regar ded as a praise (of the sûrpa), 
a this i is enjoined directly by the word ; while there is 
ao A aean of any a IN A AO 
; i} COMMENTARY, 
Phe use ae the sùrpa is laid down directly k. the preceding sen- 
a aa juhoti ; ; and as such this does not stand in need of any 
corroboration by the statements of reason : it is enough for us to know that 
the sûrpa is Jaid down as the diaplement to be'used; we do not want to 
know why it is so laid down; so if taken as stating a reason the sentence 
et qnestion would become superfluous. If, on the ‘other hand, it is taken 
ag being a praise of the sûrpa, it serves the useful purpose served by 
all arthavadas, viz. that of persuading the performer to use the sûrpa, Hi 


‘Then again, the Polana contends that if taken as the statement of. | 


reason the sentence includes all such implements as the ladle an! 1 the like ae 


all of which ure used in the preparing of food. The Siddhantt ur ges that this. hi Ne 


is ‘all the more reason why the sentence cannot be taken as the statement 
of reason ; ; it would, in that case put the gûrpa, the ‘use of which is 
. directly Ga by the preceding sentence, òn the same footing as all 
other implements, which are not so enjoined; and this could be far from 
right, 

Then again, what the sentence in question praises is only that hy 
which food is prepared; while the injunction is that of the sûrpa: and 
as that by which the food is prepared is the action of cooking, wand. not 
tho gûrpa, ete.,--the sentence in question does not, in reality, state any 

reason for what has been enjoined. ‘This is the meaning that the Vartika 
attributes to the last clause of the sdtra. 


sgi eqravearear sfa Aq ul ac ui 


aaf Vyarthe, the meaning expressed by the sentence not being applicable 
(to the sdrpa). qf: Stutib, praise, aasar Anyayya not proper, aa a Iti, 
Chet, if it be urged, 


28. Itit be urged that—* the meaning expressed by the 
sentence not being applicable (to the sûrpa and the sentence 
thereby beco. ning meaningless) any praise by that sentence 


would be most improper.— 28. 
COMMENTARY. 
It has been declared above that, the passage in question is a mere 


praise of the Sarpa, and cannot be taken as literally true; bhecanse tho 
6 


AYA, 


f; 


PURVA-MIMAMSA-SUTRAS, I ADHY 


ell 


food is prepared by the action of cooking, and not by the sdrpa. The 
present sifitra raises an objection :—-~“ TE the food is prepared by the action | 
of cooking, then the sfirpa cannot be rightly spoken as that by means of 

which food is prepared; consequently it cannot be right to praise it 

p by that assertion any such praise of the sarpa would be most absurd.” na 


l ~ oa’ i 
aig, fahatrrera, gare ue N | 
art: Arthab, (there is) use (for it), @ Tu, but. anyer Vidhisesatvat, 
because it forms part of the injunction, amr Yatha, as. ara Loke, in the 
ordinary world, 
~ 29. (Our reply is), but what is expressed by the sentence — 
is applicable (to the sarpa), (and the sentence is not mean- 
_ingless) because it forms part of the injunction; and itis 
exactly as in the ordinary world.—29. i 
i COMMENTARY. 
All that is meant by saying that the food is prepared by the action 
of cooking, and not by the Sdrpa, is that the former is the more im: | 
mediate cause; and by this it is not meant to deny the instrumentality of | | 
the ¢Qrpa entirely ; just as in ordinary parlance when a certain work is 
accomplished by a number of men, when we attribute the success to that 
person who has worked most, we do not dewy the agency of the other 
workers, inthe same manner, even though the sûrpa may not be the 
direct and immediate cause of the preparation of food, it cannot be denied 
that it helps towards it. Such being the case, what is expressed by the 
sentence ‘ because by means of it food is prepared’ becomes quite appli- 
sable to it: and the sentence cannot be regarded as meaningless ; specially 
as it forms part of, and is intended to. be taken along with, the foregoing 
‘injunction, ‘the libation should be offered by means of the sirpa;° that | 
is to say, being intended for being construed along with the injunction, | 
the sentence is naturally taken not quite in its primary signification, 
as pertaining to the direct and imimediate cause of the preparation of 
food; but in that secondary sense which is compatible with the sense 


of that injunction. : 
afe a Bq: watasa ia | en RRA a, 
geaen Ariat Eng N 20 N | 


afè Yadi, if. = Cha, again. 3g: Hetuh, reason, atafaaa Avastistheta 
it would be restricted. fadura Nirdegat, because of the specification. yaraya 


Paseo eset ee at pan Iti chet, if it be urged that. aaant l 
Avyavastna, indecisiveness or uncertainty, iad caiitenesk: Arara Vidhinam, 
of injunctions. ear Syat, ‘there would be, 


30. Lt it were the statement of reason, the assertion 


would be restricted (to the Shrpa only); because it is that 


which is specially mentioned. If it be urged that ‘by reason. a 
of Saari (the assertion would apply to other things 
also) ;’-—we reply that in that case, the injunction would be- a 
come vague and uncertain.—30. 

COMMENTARY. 


If the sentence in question were taken as asserting the reason for 


the use of the Sarpa, then the assertion —' because by that is food pre- ! 


pared’-would have to be restricted to the Sùrpa only; and it could not 
be taken as applicable to any other instruments of the preparation of na ng 
food ; because of all these instruments, it is the sarpa that is specifically men- 


tioned. In answer to this it might be urged that—‘ all that. the sentence 
asserts is the instrumentality towards food-preparation;’ and as such it could 
be applicable to all things that are instrumental towards it; and it could: 
not be restricted to the Sarpa only. But in that case, the sentence, declar- 


ing the reason, being found to be applicable to many things other than. 


the gûrpa, there would be no finality in the injunction of the use of the 
Siirpa; and this injunction would become vague and indecisive ; while, 
on the other hand, when the sentence is taken as praising the stirpa, 
it strengthens the SL aie Wa and helps to make it definite and decisive. 
Prabhak ara’s argument in support of the Siddhanta is that the Vedic 
injunction does not stand in need of the s support of any statement of 
reason ; the injunction being self-sufficient, any statement of reason in 
corroboration of it must be superfluous ; but as no sentence in the Veda can 
be entirely superfluous, the sentence must be taken as containing the praise . 
of the implement whose use has been enjoined. 


Adhikarana I V—-Treating of the use of Mantras. 
SUTRA 1. 2. 31-53. 


“aaran WIN 
aa Vat, with. -aå Ar tha, in connection. araa Sastrat, because of serip- 
tural directions. [marata M antrânarthakyam, meaninglessness of mantras. ] 
[ This word has to be supplied from sûtra 39 below which closes the statement 
of the Pûrvapaksa]. 


dag, ‘weaning i cae 
Mil i i COMMENTARY. en 
It has been Le above that even such apparenily i surd. passages P 
ny arthavida passages are found to have a bearing upon dharma; and 
it is regarded as established that the entire Vera i ‘ig to be regarded a 
} ritative on matters relating (o dharma; trom this itis naturally taken 
| or granted that the mantras of the Veda also, must be possessed | ‘of some 
| such authority. ‘This mueh being granted, the question naturally arises 
WIAA NEON the particular use to which mantras are to be put. That. the 
| ee mantras are not injunctions is clear and as such they cannot serve the. 
| . purpose of laying down an action, as injunctive. sentences do ; contain- 
iy ing no praise or disparagement, they. cannot serve the purpose: that has 
und to be served by the arthavada passages; from this it follows 
hat the only. purpese that can be served by the. ante as must lie i in the 
e of the mere words composing the mantras ; and in connection . with). 
i such’ use, the question that naturally arises is--are the words of the mantra 
"pronounced for the purpose of, conveying some nieaning ie ‘Or are ‘they 
pronounced merely for the sake of the niterance, and no sense is intended 
to be conveyed by them $ Pan a 
The Paroa-paksa view is ‘that ike P, axe not m oneunced ie 
the purpose of conveying any meaning, — they are in. fact, not intended 


to be expressive of any meaning. Mach of the following nine stitras begin- 
ing with sfitra 31 gives a reason in support of this view. iy 
(1) ‘In connection with the picking up of the abhri, we have 


the follow ing text-~devasyatuelyarabhya gayatreva chhandasd ddade...:.. 
ate chaturbhirabhrimadatle ;-~ where a set of four mantras is laid down as 
to he pronounced at the time of the picking up of the abhi; now the 
words of the mantras themselves signify the action of picking up 3 under 
the circumstances, if these ‘words were really meant to be ‘significant, 
the fact of the mantras being used for the picking up of, the abhri would 
be signified by the words of the mantras themselves, what would be the 
use of the subsequent direction—-" one should ‘pick up the abhri with 
these four mantras 2—-inas mach as it has been found necessary to add 
“this direction to the mantras, it is clear ‘that the words themselves 
are not intended to be significant; they are meant only to be recited 
as so many words, irrespective of any sense that. might be ful idle 


> them.” oan we 


ea vaia M ile, sentene ~ ee Niyamat, because of the bay 
vk order, n 

Tan 6) ae A the order of sentences (in the 
manti as) is Treron ly Agad. a39, | | 
i “COMMENTARY, Aen 
(2) The second. reason is that if the mantras were anandan to be l 
recited with a view to the sense conveyed hy them, there would be nothing 
wrong in changing the order of the words of the mantras : for instance, in 
the ease of the ma nira- agnimirdha divah, Ge” it voali make no Le 
ence atall if the mantra were recited in the form ‘ mitrdhd agnih divah &e. . 
as this change i inthe order of the words would not make any eae n 
in the sense conveyed hy the words. As'a matter of fact, however, the | 


order of the words composing a mantra is most rigidly’ ied í ane ane 


may not displace a single syllable ; from which DUR follows that the — 
words are, not recited for the. sini of conveying any senge ; thoir 
use lies in the purely verbal recitation,’ 


“ganra” n 22 I 


ga Buddha, (pertaining to) one who already. knows. —grretrer Sastrat, 
because of sc riptural directions, 
33.. (8) “Because there are directions addressed to 
one yap already knows. BD. 


COMMENTARY, 


£ ENN h ; KIN 
(3) “ We meet with. such mantras as t agnidagnin vihara Berat 


strinite, the words of which mean ‘Oh Agnidhra priest, move among the 


fires and spread kuga;’ this mantra is addregseil to the Agnidhra. priest; 
and as the priest Aiad knows his  duty—without which knowledge he 
could not officiate as priest: ~as consisting in moving about. the basin 
fires, and Spreading the ' i it would be RR to address, to. 
him any such directions as ‘move among the fires, &e.’+ but these words 
are laid down as to be addressed to him; from which the only inference 
is that the words ag addressed to him, in the form of the mantra, are 
not intended to convey any meaning,” 


‘ MAMATATTATT N 32 UI 


qaaa Avidyamana, (of) things that do not exist. — qarata Vachanat, 
because of the mention, 


MN 


34, @ is Because of the mention of such things as do 
not exist. Vokes a 


we 
COMMENTARY. 


‘4) “ We meet with such mantras as ‘chatvâri sringah trayosya 


vi nådâh,' the words of which mean ‘it has four horns and three feet’; now, 


as a matter of fact, we know that there is no animal, no substance in fact, 
which has four horns and three feet; and yet it is not possible for the 
Veda to speak of such absurdities. The only conclusion that is possible 
is that the words are not intended to convey any meaning at all,” 


“SITTIN” Wak | 


ean Achetana, insensate.—ay Artha, things. aaea Pambameha t 
because of being adara ca 
35, (5) “Because of their being addressed to in- 
sensate things,’-—35, } 

COMMENTARY. 

(5) “We find many mantras laid down as to be recited-—~the 
words of which signify that they are addressed to insensate things; 
such mantras, for instance, as ‘osadhe traydsva, ke.’ (CO herb, save 
me), ‘shrinotu grârâôrah’ (listen, O ye stones!’) as the addiessing of 
such requests to insensate things as herbs and stones would be absurd, 
we are led to the conclusion that the words are not intended to convey 
‘any meaning at all,” 


“afa 3a tt 

gra, Artha, (n) signification. -fafana Vipratisedhat, because cf contra- 
dictions. 
36. (6) “ Because of contradictions in the significa- 
tion. —36. i 

COMMENTARY, 

(6) “ We find such mantras as ‘ Aditirdyauh, aditirantariksam,' —-the 
words of which can only mean ‘ Aditi is heaven, Aditi is sky,’ a palpable 
absurdity; the same Aditi cannot be both heaven and sky; this is the 
- conti adiction spoken of in the sûtra; similarly, the mantra Eko rudro 
na dvittyah, (' there is only one Rudra, no second), if it meant what it 
appears to mean, it would be a direct contradiction of the mantra 
asankhyda sahasrant’ ye Rudrah,’ the words of which mean ‘ the number 
of Rudras is innumerable thousands.’ As the Veda could not make such 
contradictory statements, it follows that the words are not meant to be 
' significant of any meaning.” 


HIKARANA, Sd. 1. 2. 39. 


Sr ert hatte eens atten nding rma da a pa aa aaa 


C ETTITA 39 N 

eaeN ATT Svadhyayavat, as there is of the verbal text. wrqara Avachanat, 

í because of non-mention. 
37. (7) “ Because there is no mention (of the meaning), 
as there is of the verbal text ’’.—37. 
| COMMENTARY. 
i \7) “As a matter of fact we find all great teachers of the Veda ex- 
horting their pupils to learn carefully the text of thé mantras, which they 


m 


present before them with a good deal of care; we do not find any Kalpa |) 
saying anything as regards the meaning conveyed by the words of the 


mantras; this is a clear indication of the fact that all teachers know 
that the words of the mantras are not intended to con vey any meanings, 
Then again, with regard to the getting up of the verbal text, we have 


such Vedic injunctions as “svddhyayo dhyetavayak’ and the like ; there sides 


is no such injunction with regard to the getting up of the meaning of the. 
mantras ; which also shows that the Veda does not intend these to convey 


any meaning,” 
hh 
MARIT Was N 


38. (8) ‘ Because it is unintelligible.” ——38. 
COMMENTARY. 


(8) “In the case of many mantras we find that the meaning of some 
words is absolutely ‘unintelligible :— E.g., ‘ srix, yera Jarbhâriturphâri.. 
Wiis 
This also proves that the words of mantras are not meant to convey any 

7) 
sense. 


ú = SN ; 
MATAATAEA ATTA TTT’ 3k N 
ma Anitya, transient things. —-eatare Samyogat, because of the mention, 
aA AR Mantranarthakyam, meaninglessness of the mantras. 

39. (9) “ Because of the mention of transient things,— 
the mantras cannot be regarded as conveying any meaning.” 
COMMENTARY, 

(9) “In the case of such mantras as-—‘ kinte krixvanti ktkatesu gâvah, 
if the words convey any meaning, they speak of certain particular cows of 
the Kikata country—-both of which are transitory things; as it is not 


Beatie for the eternal Neda to speak of such things s, we hat ‘eonelade 
that the words are not meant to convey any meaning at all. ee 
“Such is the statement of the Pirvapaksa ik 


aA AAT: n ge N 


afar: Areia, noo-different. q, Tu, but. arată: Vakyarthab, the signi- w 
fication of sentences. » 


40. But there is no difference in the signification, a 
ie sentences (of the Veda and those in ordinary parlance). — 


COMMENTARY. 


In reply to the Parvapaksa put forward in the foregoing sfitras, the 
i _ Siddhanta i is that the mantras are always meant to convey a definite mean- 
ing ; because in ordinary parlance we find that whenever a number of words 4 
are used as a sentence, they are always meant to convey a meaning ; and as : 
the words of the mantras also constitute sentences, there is every reason to 
suppose that these sentences also are meant to convey definite meanings. — 
= dust as in ordinary parlance, so in the case of the mantras also, in every 
sentence there are four factors, viz., the words, the meaning of each of 
= the words by itself, the sentence, and the meaning of the sentence; now 
when the mantras are recited at a sacrifice, the words and the sentence 
composed by them serve the purpose of fixing the verbal form of the text 
| recited ; the meanings of the component words collectively go to fix the 


i meaning of the sentence ; and it is the meaning of the sentence alone that 


does not serve any other purpose; hence it is by means of this last factor 
that the mantra can benefit the sacrificial performance; and this benefit, 
¿in most cases, consists in the indicating of the deity of the sacrifice. i 


gma ga: gla: N gg 


aura Gunarthena, for purposes of qualification. ga:yfa: Punabsrutib, 
“repetition, 
41. The repetition is for purposes of qualification.—41. 
COMMENTARY. 

This sûtra answer's the argument put forward in stitra 31 above. The 
addition of the sentence chaturbhirabhrimddatte is not for the indicating 
of the use of the mantras at the picking up of the abhri--which is already 
indicated by the words of the mantras themselves ;—but for the pointing 
out of a further qualification of the mantras—this qualification being in the 


IT PADA, TV ADI 


ahrete bhatak er te 


y 
YH 


form of the number ‘ four,’ which number is uot mentioned in the ma ntras, | 
That is to say, though the worde of each of the mantras are sufficient to 
point out the fact that each of them is to be recited at the picking up of 
the abkri, there is nothing in them to point out the fact that the aheri is to 
be picked up with mantras whose number is four ; and inasmuch as the 
supplementary sentence supplies this new information, it can be regarded 


as a pure injunction, | 
aftasear U 8R N 
| Ragar Parisankhya, (there is) exclusion. 
©) ry yi wd bi WA 
42. There is an exclusion.-—42, 
COMMENTARY, 
Another mantra cited by the’ Pûrvapaksa in connection with sútra 
Bl, is- ‘imåmagribhuam rashandmrttasya,’ to which is added the supple- 
mentary sentenco ‘ityasvdbhidhdnimadadic’; and it is urged that if the’). 
mantra were intended to be significant, as the holding of the reins is 
already mentioned by the words of the mantra itself -what would be the 
use of mentioning it over again by means of the supplementary sentence. 
The reply to this is that the supplementary sentence serves the purpose 
of exclusion ;~~that is to say, all that the words of the mantra signify is 
the holding of the reins ; and as this could be the holding of the reins 
of the horse as well as that of the reins of the ass, the supplementary 
direction is added that the mantra is to be recited in: the holding of the 
reins of the horse; which excludes. the holding of the reins of the use ; 
thus the supplementary sentence serves a distinctly useful purpose. 


Saat aT eR M 


wara: Avthavadah, (it may be) an arthavada. ay Va, or, 
43. Or it may be an arthavada.—43. 
COMMENTARY. 

This takes up the case of another mantra, that is cited in this 
connection by the opponent. The mantra—' Urupratha wru prathasva '-— 
is found to be supplemented by the direction ‘iti purodasarne prathayate’ ; 
and it is argued that if. the mantra was intended to he significant, as the 
becoming large of the cake is already mentioned by the words ‘uru pra- 
thasva, the adding of the supplementary direction would be superfluous. 
r, A AA i tint r3 Ni wia iY ny PVN Alpin ia, À i 
a answer to this is that the words of the mantra‘ uru prathasva,’ do not 


reba itte AORN DA RINTINTIN AINEENA pi EAL SS 


| all mention ve a of the cake; in fact a ‘cannot be taken 

in their direct signification ; as they are addressed to. the ‘cake. an inani- 
- mate thing, the addressing to whom can have no meaning at all ; these 

y words, therefore, have to be taken as mere Arthavada ser ving the purpose 
of persuading the performer to do the enlarging of the cake laid down in 
ANG Eh the supplementary direction. That the words of the mantra are meant. to. 
bean Arthavada is further shown by the fact that towards the end of the 
| mantra we have the words ‘ uru te yajgñapatih pratkatâm ' (may. your master 
of the sacrifice become magnified” ; if we put the two together, we get at 
l | the idea addressed to the cake :—‘You may become large, | and may thereby | 
‘the master of the sacrifice become magnified’ d.e. ; ‘if the cake is enlarged | 
the master becomes magnified ;’ and this is a pure Arthavada serving the 
purpose of persuading the priest to enlarge the cake, as laid down in the 
|) supplementary cirection. 


SAESFITAL N 22 N 


Agga Aviruddham, not incompatible, qw, Param, the assumption. 


i 44. The assumption would not be incompatible. —4d, 
oa un ~ COMMENTARY, 


is T In ah. 82 above, it has been argued that, inasmuch sas it is only 
- when the words of the mantra are in a particular order that the mantra 
7/0) Gs) veoognised as such, and not when the order is changed,--it follows that 
Ny ‘no significance is meant to be attached to the words; because the change 
in the order of the words does not change the meaning. The reply 
Lte this is that all that this argument means is that, in the ease of the 
use of such mantras we have to assume that the desired transcendental 
result can follow only when the words of thie mantra are pronounced in a 
-particular order; and this assumption is perfectly compatible with the 
view that the words are meant to be significant ; as even then there would - 
‘be nothing incongruous in the assumption that a certain transcendental 
result follows when the words are uttered in a certain order. So this 
argument does not affect the case at all. 


a a mingin: eR 1 Bh | 
fa aia ake Sampraige, in regard to the directions. a Karma, action of signi- 


N ion tet Garha, reproach. — qaqa: Anupalambhah, no objection (can 
be taken). gemea, Sathskaratvat, because of its being an addition to his 


qualification 


IL PADA, TV ADHIKARANA, SA. 1. 2. 47. 


45. As regards the directions, no objection can be 
iken on the basis of reproach attaching to the signification ; 
because it servos the purpose of oie to his ke aca 


AB, 
Panama, 

In Stra 33 above, it has been argued that, in the case of such man- 
tres as‘ .agnid agnin vihara, &e which are addressed to learned priests, 
if they are meant to be significant, ie., if the mantra really were intended 
to convey the meaning ‘O agnid priests, move among the fires, —any 

such addressing would be entirely superfluous; as the priest already 
knows what he has to do. The answer to this is that the objection is 
not well taken; as even though the priest may already know what he 


has to do, if he is, at the time of actual performance, reminded of. his she) 


duties, -this only adds to his qualification, enabling him to perform his 
duties more precisely than he would have done if he had only a vague 
notion of what was required of him. 


MArIMAsIATs: UE N 


Aara Abhidnane, on significance, being significant, Aara: Arthayadah, 
(the mantra is) an arthavada. 
46, Being significant, the mantra is regarded as an a ! 
Arthavada.—46. 
COMMENTARY. i 
This answers the argument urged in sûtra 34, The mantra “hav. 
ing four horns, &c.” must be regarded as conveying a definite meaning : 
and the sense conveyed neéd not be absurd; as the whole is a highly 
figurative enlogy bestowed upon the deity of the sacrifice, the sun ; the 
“four horns ” of the sun are the four quarters of the day + the tires. feet 
refer to the three seasons,—the “two he: ads’ to the two hal f-vear ly periods, 


and so forth. 
JAIRA: TAT tt Vo N 


garg Gonat, on account of expression being taken in its secondar y (figura- 
tive) sense. afana: Avipratisedhab, non-contradiction. ata Syat, there 
would be, 


47. Inasmuch as the expression is figurative, there 
is no contradiction.—~47, 


- PURVA-MIMAMSA-SUTRAS, I ADBY. 
COMMENTARY. i 

(l in sûtra 36, it has been argued that if the mantra ‘Aditindyauh? con) 
SENN veyed the meaning that "Aditi is heaven: — it would be contradicting a fact ; 
| because asa matter ‘of fact, Aditi is not heaven. The answer to this is 
EA get that the mantra is not intended to be taken as literally true; all that is 
meant by it is the praise of Aditi ; and when one praises a certain deity, | 
| he can, figuratively speaking, speak of that deity, as anything and every- © 
thing. $6 there is nothing in the sense conveyed by the mantra that can 
_ be called as ‘contrary to fact.’ 


Rarasaanana Wes N 


Raraaaas Vidya-avachanam, the non-mention of the studying (of mean- 
ings). srqarvrnae Asamyogal, is due to the fact of non-connection, 


48. That the studying (of the meanings of mantras Ji is 
not mentioned (in the Vedio texts laying down Vedic study) 
_ is due to the fact that it (the knowledge of the meanings of 
mantras) has no connection (with the actual performance of 

sacrifices).—48. | 


| COMMENTARY. . 
"In stra 37 it has been argued that though we have texts that lay 
_ down the study of the verbal text of the mantras, there is none that 
enjoins the learning of their meanings, and that we donot find teachers 
of the Veda explaining the meanings of mantras. The answer to this is 
that the Veda does not Jay down the studying of the meaning for the 
simple reason that the meaning of mantras has no direct bearing upon the 
performance of sacrifices; and the teachers donot take the trouble of 
explaining the meanings with care because the comprehension and retain- 
ing of the meaning is much easier than the retaining of the text. 


a; TARTAR ve i 


aa: Satah, of that which exist. yqa Param, moreover, aama, Avijhanam, 
ignorance. 
49. Moreover, there is ignorance (of the meaning) 
which is there all the same.—-49. 
COMMENTARY, Reva 
In sâtra 38, it is urged that there are certain mantras that are 
entirely unintelligible. The answer to this is that, that we donot grasp 


rapa, w ADAIR ARANA, Sit. L 2:51. URA 


the enna of 4 certain'mantra does not prove that it has no meaning ; as 
a matter of fact, every mantra has a definite meaning ; and when we can- 
‘not find out what it is in a certain case, that only shows that we are 
ignorant of it. In fact there is no mantra whose meaning cannot be found 
out by careful consideration and pondering. Examples of the interpreta- 
tion of apparently meaningless mantras are given in the Tuntravartika 
(Translation, pp. 100-101.) 


sHaraaaarnt: Wwe N 


am Uktah, has been already explained. = Cha, and, afaa: 
Anityasamyogah, the mention of transient things. 


50. And the mention of transient things (in Vedic 
mantras) has already been explained.— 50. 
COMMENTARY. 

In sûtra 39 it is urged that there are certain mantras whieh, if 
regarded as significant, would be found to make mention of transient 
things, which would not be compatible with the eternal. character of all 
Vedic mantras. The answer to this is that the difficulty with regard to the 
mention in the Veda of apparently transient things, has already been ex- 
plained above, under sfitra 1. 1. 31. 


Raa aiena Ke N 


ptam: Lingopadedah, the mention of mantras by indicative names, = 
Cha, also (proves that the mantra is significant), areas Tadarthatvat, be- 
cause such is the signification of those (names). 


51. The mention of mantras by indicative names also 
[proves that the mantras are significant] because such is the 
signification of those names.—51. 

COMMENTARY. 


ý 


The above sûtras have refuted the arguments of the opponent. With) 
this sûtra begins the statement of arguments in Support.ofthe Siddhanta. 
We find certain mantras designated by specific names. Such, for pm se 
as ‘Agneyi,’ ‘ Aindr?,’ these names signify respectively ‘that which has 
Agni for its deity, and ‘that which has Indra for its deity;’ now the fact 
that the particular mantra has Agni or Indra for its deity cannot be as- 
eertained except by taking account of what the words of the mantra 
signify, hence we conclude that. inasmuch as such significant names 
have been given to mantras, they cannot but be regarded as intended to 
convey ae meanings, 


Ke WAR ae ua o a 
Het ‘Ohah, modification. i ul i 
52, (The acceptance of) modifications proves that 


mantras are meant to be significant. 52. n 
COMMENTARY. 00) 7) | 
We find the Veda referring to modifications: in oe wording) of the 
mantras ; for instance, the sentence ‘na mala vardhate’ (‘the mother grows 
not’) precludes the possibility of nouns in the singular namber being 
‘changed into those in the dual or plural; the sense of this sentence being 
that when a certain mantra contains the word ‘enam’ a tnatanog, ag 
referring to the uwnlgaiel animal, this singular pronoun ‘ enam’ should 
‘not be changed into ‘endn’ when the number of animals is more nde 
one. This clearly shows that the words of the mantra, eg, enam’ i 
the present case is intended to be signifies mt of ‘ this,’ one animal. 


fatyersetar N g 


fatawear: Vidhisabdah, words in injunctive sentences. ae also, 

53. Then again, we meet with certain words in 
injunetive sentences which show that mantras are intended 
to be significant.—53. 

COMMENTARY. | 
In the Veda we find certain injunctions which make mention of the 
paris of certain mantras, not by means of the exact words of the mantra, 
but by means of other synonymous words, For instance, in one passage 
the mantra ‘Satam himah’ is referred to as Satam Hewaniin. This 
clearly shows that the Veda itself intends mantras to be significant. 
The Prâbhâkara view is, in the main, same as the above Bhatta view, 
“The mantras must be regarded as intended to be significant ; because as 
part of the Veda, they must havea useful bearing on actions; this they can 
have only if they are regarded as indicating certain details (in the shape of 
the deity, for instance) connected with the action.” (Brihati), And so 
long as they are found to supply some such useful information, it is not 
right to regard them as being intended for mere recitation, whieh recitation — 
brings forth certain transcendental results. There may be some mantras 
that are not found to convey any information useful in sacrificial per- 
formances ; such mantras may be taken as being intended for mere verbal 


recitation for purposes of transe endental results only. 
End of Pada ii of Adhyáya J 


-ITI PADA, I ADHIKARANA, 80. 1. 3: 1. 


A THIRD, Papa: 


THE AUTHORITY OF SMRITIS AND USAGE ON MATTERS 
RELATING TO DHARMA. 


Adhikarana I---The authority of Sinritis in general. 


SUTRA 1. 8. 1-2. 


TAT MRANA SMA” MRR N 


yfe Dharmasya, of dharma, qeguerart Sabdamolatvat, on account of the 
character of having the Veda for its basis, sreza Agabdain, that which is not 
Veda, saya Anapekgam, to be disregarded, targ Syat, would be. 


l. “Dharma having the Veda for its sole basis, that 
which is not Veda should be disregarded.”--—1. 


COMMENTARY. 


The preceding two pAdas have established the authority of the Ina | 
junctions, Arthavadas and Mantras occurring in the Veda. What calls for 
consideration next is the character of such words and expressions as are the 
names of sacrifices. But before taking up this question, the sdtra takes up 
the question of the authority of the Smritis ; and the reason for thislies in 
the well-known fact that the knowledge of Smritis is found to help in the 
comprehension of the true meaning of many Vedic injunctions; and in 
many eases, the authority of the Veda is open to rejection in favour of 
what is laid down in the Smritis; and thus it becomes necessary to as- 
certain how far the Smriti may be allowed to interfere in matters relating to 
dharma, for which the Veda has been found to be the sole authority. But 
before considering these comparatively doubtful cases,—where the Smriti 
goes ‘lirectly against the Veda, the author deals with the more general 
question—Is the Smriti to be regarded as having any authority on matters 
relating to dharma ? y 


To take a specific instance—the Sinyiti lays down the performing of 
the Astak’ sraddhas, with regard to which nothing is found in the Vedas. 
Now, the question arises,—1s the performance of the Astaka to be regard- 
ed as dharma to the same extent as the Agnihotra which is enjoined in 
the Veda? ii! 


The Pûrvapakşa on this point is that, “any action laid down in 
works other than the Veda cannot be regarded aş dharma ; because dharma 


‘Veda)—2. 


- PURVA-MIMAMSA-SUTRAS, I ADHYAY A. 


{been defined in SQ 1. 1. 2 as that which is indicated by Vedic injune- 
tions; consequently, in all matters relating to dharma, all that i is not Veda, 
cannot be regarded as authoritative.” 


+—Smritis, Usage, &c., 


aia at KENIAAN SIT N 


ata ar Api vå, but. agarana Kartrisamanyat, on account of the agent 
being the same. warwa Pramanam, proof. waama Anumaiam, inference, 
ere Syat, would be. | 

2. But on account of the agent being the same, in- 


ference would be the proof (of Smriti having its basis in the — 


COMMENTARY. 


The Siddhdnta on this point is as follows :~- 

{t is true that Veda is the sole authority for all matters relating to 
dharma ; but how do we know that the Smriti is not based on the Veda? As) 
a matter of fact, we find that the Smritis have been compiled by Manu and 
other well-known writers ; and we also find that the works of these writers 
in the realms of science aud philosophy afford satisfactory explanations 
of their respective subjects. Under the circumstances, with regard to 
the works of these writers, we can only have the following assumptions- 
(1) that-Manu and others are totally mistaken in what they have asserted ; 


(2) that what they have asserted is based upon their personal observation 


and experience ; (3) that they learnt it from other persons; (4) that they 
have wilfully made wrong statements, with a view to lead people astray ; 
or (5) that Phat they have asserted is based upon direct Vedic injunctions. 
We do not find sufficient reasons to justify the acceptance of the first four 


assumptions ; the only possible view, therefore, is the last one: whatever 


is laid down in the Smritis has its basis in direct injunctions contained 
in the Veda; in the case of such Smyiti assertions as are not found to be 
corroborated by known Vedie texts, the presence of such texts is to 
be inferred,-—from the fact of Manu and other Smriti writers being 
trustworthy persons, taking their stand upon the Veda: that is tosay, 
when in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred we find that what Manu has 
laid down is in strict accordance with Vedic texts as known to us, this 
justifies the inference that in the hundredth case also, the assertion must 
have its basis in some Vedic text not known to us; ‘specially when we 
know that many rescensional texts of the Vedas sea Noa to us; and even 
those that are not quite lost are so seattered that it is not possible for us 


to lay our hands upon the exact text wanted, 


pal’ 


The ike reason i this inference as deokired in the stitra is con- 
tained in the word ‘ kariyis‘mAnyét,'—‘on account of the agent being the 
same; this, according to the older commentators, means-— because the 
agents or persons who compiled the Smritis are the same that performed 
actions laid down in the Veda; that is to suy, we know that during their lives, 
Manu, Yajiavalkya and other writers on Smriti, acted fully in accordance 
with the injunctions laid down in the Veda; and for persons who were such 
strict, followers of the Veda in conduct, it is not possible that they should. 
have made assertions except in accordance with direct Vedic injunctions 
known to them ; therefore, we conclude that the Smriti is authoritative.’ 


This interpretation is not accepted by Kumiarila ; because, he asserts, 
as men of the world, Manu and other writers must have done many acts 
under the influence of a temporary impulse, which acts might be even 
contrary to Vedic injunctions. He, therefore, takes the phrase ‘ on account 
of the agent being the same’ to mean—‘beeause the persons that coni- 
piled the Smyitis gye the same that learnt and studied the Veda,” the 
reasoning being expanded i in this form :--' What is laid down in the Smriti, 
the performance of the Agtaka for instance, has been laid down, and 
recognised as dharma, by an unbroken line of teachers and students of the 
Veda; and this leads to the presumption that what is thus laid down is’ 
surely based upon direct Vedic injunctions.’ 

Though the word in the sûtra is‘ Anumana, which means Inference, 

vaud assuch Kumiarila’s interpretation might be suspec ted to be a deyia- 
sion from tho sûtra—yet, he has been careful to point out that the Wave 
‘anumana?’ in the sdtra has not been used in its technical sense of infer- 
ence, but in its literal sense of ‘what comes after sense-perception 7 andin | 
this sense Presuniption is as much ‘ Anumaéna’ as Inferencé, ah 

Though the above is the conclusion in regard to Smyitis in general, _ 
Kumirila does not blindly accept the entire Smriti literature to be equally 
authoritative ; he draws a distinction ; he says ;-— 

‘Among the Smri is themselves, such portions as are related to 
Dharma or Deliverance have their origin directly in the Veda; while those 
that have mere pleasure, &e., in view are based upon the ordinary ex- 
perience of the world. This rule also holds good respecting Itihasas 
and Puranas’ —(Ventravdtrika trans., p. 119.) 

Among the auxiliary sciences, of Siksa, Kalpa, Vyakarana, &c,, 
portions treating of things connected with sacrificial performances are 
based upon the Veda; while those treating of things serving some ordi- 
nary worldly purpose have their basis in ordinary experience, 

8 


PAAR 


- PÛRVA-MİMAMSÄ-SÚĽRAS. 1 ADHYAYA 


According to Prabhakara, there is nothing intrinsically in the Smriti 


itself which necessitates its being accepted as authoritative; what makes 


us regard it to be so, is the consideration that if the Smriti were not 
authoritative, the Vedic passages upon which the Smriti is based would also 
have to be discredited. For instance, even though the Astaké is not 
directly enjoined in any Vedic passage, yet there are passages that are 
indicative of it; hence if the Smriti laying down that Aytaka were rejected 


as not authoritative, a similar fate would befall the Vedic passage also. 


As in the case of the Veda, so in that of the Smriti also, what is 
directly authoritative in matters relating to dharma is only the injunctive 
sentence ; all the rest is only Arthavada, related to certain injunctions. 
There are some portions of the Smyitis which are not so related at all; 
for intance, the description of rivers and mountains; these are to be re- 
garded as mere poetical descriptions calculated to give pleasure by 
recitation ; the descriptions of battles are calculated to infuse courage 
and enthusiasm in the minds of the brave ; the descriptions of countries 
are meant to afford some idea as to what places are fit for sacrificial per- 
formances, and so forth. 


Adhikarana I1---Greatest authority rests in direct Vedie 
declarations. | 
SUTRA 1, 3. 3—4. Me 
dg * 
RA ad aA AGATA We 


At Virodhe, there is contradiction. g Tu, when, agar Anapeksam, 
to be disregarded. eara Syat, should be. saf Asati, when there is nove, 
fx Hi, because? Waals Anumanam, inference or presumption (of coroborative 
Vedic texts). 

3. Whenever there is contradiction between the Smriti 
and the Veda, the Smriti should be disregarded ; because it is 
only when there is no contradiction that there is presumption 
fof Vedic texts in support of the Smritij .-—3. 

COMMENTARY. 
The authority of the Smriti has been established in a general way. 
The author now proceeds to point out exceptions. In the case of such 
Smriti-assertions as bear upon matters in regard to which we meet with 
no declarations in the Veda, we are free to presume that there must be 
some Vedic texts, not known to us, that lend support to what is asserted in 
the Veda. But there are instances in which the assertion of the Smriti is 


to be ) D í i es with what is declared ina 
well-known Vedic text ; for example, we havea Smriti text laying down the 
covering of the whole sacrificial post with cloth, while, on the other hand, 
we have the Vedic text that the adhvaryu priest should sing a certain 
mantra while touching the post; as ‘this touching would not be possible 
if the entire post were covered with cloth, the assertion of the Smriti is found 
to be incompatible with what is laid dawn in the Veda, .And the question 
naturally arises—-are such texts to be regarded as authoritative? The 
reason for doubt lying in the consideration that, if such a text were regard- 
ed as authoritative, on the basis of the conclusion, of the preceding adhika- 
rana, that would imply the rejection of the Vedic text which it contradicts ; 
and this does not appear to be reasonable, in view of the unimpeachable 
authority of the Veda. ! 

The prima facie argument~-the Parvapaksa—on this point implied 
by the sAtra, is as follows :—‘‘ It has been established in the foregoing adhi- 
karana that there is no possibility of the assertions in the Smritis originating 
from ignorance, illusion or deception; they are the assertions òf persons 
known as fully trustworthy, and as such they must be aceepted as authorita- 
tive. When once this position has been taken up we can turn back upon it; 
if we rejected or doubted the authority of a single assertion of the Siariti, 
that would render the entire Smriti literature open to doubt and suspicion. 
It has been proved that the Smriti has its basis in the Veda; and as 
such its authority cannot be doubted, Even in those cases in which the 
Sinapit text is founl to be contradictory to a Vedic text, we need not 
ralax our position; because, as a matter of fact, we know that there 
are such contradictions, in many cases between two well known Vedic 
texts; eg, when one text speaks of the Homa being performed before 
sunrise, while aaother speaks of it as to be done after sunrise. And simi- 
larly, it having been proved that all Smriti declarations have their corro- 
borative texts in the Veda, we naturally presume that the Smriti- 
declaration that is found to be contradictory to a declaration in the Veda, 
must also have a corroborative text in the Veda; if we cannot lay our 
hands upon such a text, that is because we do not possess all the Vedic 


| texts (as held in the foregoing adhikarana}; hence this also comes to be 


only a case of contradiction between two Vedie texts. And thus in doubt- 
ing the authority of the Smriti text, we should be doubting the authorita- 
tive character of the Vedic texts themselves. If the Mimarsaka is to 
remain firm upon his conelusion of the foregoing adhikarana he can- 
have no justification for doubting the authority of any Smriti-declara- 
tions,” 


“In answer to the above, we have the Siddhanta raid down i in the 
Sdira. | 
| Wherever there is any contradiction between the Haiii and the Pl, 
the authority of the Smriti is to be totally disregarded ; as. it is only when 
there is no such contradiction that we can presume a Verte text in support 
of what is said in the Smriti. Because the Smriti is not, like the Veda, 
self-sufficient in its authority ; in fact, it derives its authority from the 
Veda; and hence we can presume a Vedic text in corroboration of what is 
said in the Smeiti only when we do not find a Vedic text bearing on that 
subject; so when such a Vedic text is found, and is found to be contra- 
dictory to what is asserted by the Smriti, there can be no justification for 
presuming a Vedic text in support of this latter ; and the presence of the 

Vedic text to the contrary cuts off the very basis of the authority of the Smriti. 
Thus then, in matters relating to dharma, the Smriti not being self- 
sufficient in its authority, the Smriti that contradicts the Veda cannot be 
taken as laying down an optional alternative ; as we assume in the case of two 
mutually contradictory Vedic texts. Because in the latier case, both the 
texts being equally self-sufficient in their authority, we have no reason for 
rejecting one in favour of the other; in the case of a Smriti and a Vedie 
text, the latter is self-sufficient in its authority, while the former would derive 
its authority from a text that would be presumed; so that we have a 
distinct reason for accepting the latter and rejecting the former. The 
conclusion, therefore, is that no authority attaches to such Smryiti texts as 
are contradictory to direct assertions of the Veda. 


Fgm N 2 N 


wa Hetu, (of) causes agara Darsanat, because of our finding, q Cha, 
also, : 


A. Also because we find causes.—4. 
COMMENTARY. 


Another reason is given for rejecting thé authority of certain Smryitis. 
In the case of many Smriti texts we find that the assertions therein contained 
are to be attributed to such causes as greed, &e., on the part of the priests ; 
for instance, the injunction that the entire post is to be covered has its root 
in the priest’s desire for appropriating a larger piece of cloth. And in the 
case of assertions having such sources, we need not take the trouble to 
find their corroboration in any Vedie texts; because when we find 
their basis in visible causes, we can ‘have no justification for- presuming 


unseen texts, 


IPS Y bot 


SA. 2. 2. 87. 


ESNE SNP ABR OEEO EAN N E 2.2) 


r 1 ADHTKA RANA, 


Patines IL. Ne be La io such Smritis 


as have their origin in worldly objects. ] 

The preceding sûtra 4 has, in the first place, been taken by the Bhasya, 
as supplying an additional reason for rejecting the authorly of certain 
Smriti texts. It has also been taken as embodying a fresh adhikarana. 
There are some Smriti texts which, though not contradictory to any Vedic 
texts, are found to have their origin in the greed of the priest and such 


other well-known causes. For instance, the text declaring the taking away | 


by the priest of the cloth worn by the sacrificer during the Vaisarjana 
Homa. This assertion, being found to be due to the greed of the priest, 
does not stand in need of the corroboration of Vedic texts, the presumption 
whereof is precluded. Consequently no authority can belong to such de- 
clarations as have their source in such ordinary causes as the greed of the 
priest, for instance. 


A note on Sûtras 3 and 4, as embodying Adhikarai.as 2 and 3, 


Kuinarila does not accept the above interpretation of sfitras 3 and 4, 
whereby certain Smriti texts are shown to be absolutely devoid of 


authority. His point is that, in Adhikarana (1) it has been proved that. 


all that is contained in the Smriti has its basis in the Veda; and hence 
for every Cmriti text, there is a corresponding Vedic text. Such being 
the principle once laid down, even when we find a certain Smriti text con- 
tradicting the Veda, we must regard this as a case of contradiction between 
two Vedic texts; because by the law laid down in the preceding adhi- 
karaya, there must be a Vedic text as the basis of this Smpiti text; hence 


the contradiction in all such cases lies between two Vedie texts; aud cou- 


sequently we must take Sfitra 3 as declaring that, wherever a Smriti text is 


found to lay down acourse of action which is found to he contrary to what is _ 
laid down in a Vedic text, and thus there being a contradiction between the 


two, it is desirable that iu practice, we sbould adopt the course laid down in 
the Vedic text; just as in the case of two optional alternatives laid down 
in the Veda, we may, for certain reasons, adopt one in preference to 
the other; and this does not mean that no authority belongs to the Smriti ; 
because in the case of the optional alternative laid down in’ the Veda, if 
we give preference to one over the other, it does not mean that the text 
laying down the other alternative, is not authoritative. In practice, we 
can adopt only one ; and if we adopt one, and not the other, that doss iot 
make the other text absolutely devoid of authority. 


61 \ 


| PORY A-WIMAMSA-SOTRAS. T ADHYAYA. k 


SIENNE ESNY ATENDRE ANIAN miaii 


According to this view, the translation of Sûtra 3 should run as fol- 
lows : i ‘ 


When there is a contradiction between the ideas eaa by the Vedic 
text and the Smriti, that which is independent of all else (i.e, the Vedie 
tewt\ should be acéeptel as authoritative. 


That is to say, in cases where the Smriti texts have aavan in 
other words, the sense of certain Vedic texts, without quoting the exact 
words of these latter, they make their authority dependent upon the 

“presumption of those Vedic texts whose meaning they are meant. to 
| express; while the Vedie text, which declares what is contrary to what: is 
declared in the Smriti, is self-sufficient in its authority, and as such this 
latter inspires greater confidence, and leads people to adopt the course laid 
down in this, in preference to the other course laid down in the Smriti. 
But this does not mean that the Smyiti has no authority. 


Kumiirila suggests yet another interpretation of sûtras 3 and 4. They 
mean that, in matters relating to dharma, no authority can attach to such 
Smriti compilations as contradict the Veda-~7.e., which can have no basis 
in the Veda~-because they are found to have their source in such percepti- 
ble causes as avarice and the like; and under this class of ‘Smyiti’ are to 
be ineladed not the Vedic Smritis of Manu and others which have been 
proved to have their basis in the Veda,—but only the so-called ‘ Smyitis’ 
of Buddha, Saikhya, Yoga, Paticharatra, Pasupata and the like,—all of 
which have within them, hidden under a thin coat of righteousness, | 
instructions for the gaining of such visible ends as wealth, fame and 


respect, dc. 

3y ‘Smritis’ in this connection, Kumérila takes only those that are 
recognised as authoritative throughout India—such, for instance, as the 
Smyiti of Manu, the Itihâsas and the Puranas, The case of such local 
Smritis as. those of Vasistha, &e , are dealt with later on under Sitras 15 
and 16. 

According to Prabhakara, whose presentation of the adhikaranas is in 
accordance with the Bhayya, the Parvapaksa is that,—the Smyiti and. the 
Veda being both equally authoritative, whenever the two are contradictory, 
we should reject the authority of both ; and in so far the universal authority 
of the Veda becomes weakened, The Siddhanta is that the two are not 
į equal in their authority ; the Veda is self-authoritative, while the Smriti is 

dependent for its authority on the Veda; hence where there is contradiction 
the Smriti must be rejected as unauthoritative. 


i : Adhikarana 1 - 


a 
SUTRA 1.8, 6—7. 
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Reri Sistakope, when there is no disturbance of what is laid down in | 
the Veda. wiran Aviruddham, there is no. contradiction. gt aa [ti chet, if 
this be the accepted opinion, a Na, this cannot be right. sare afearereare 
Sastraparimanatvat, because the limit is fixed by the scriptures. 


5-6, ‘When there is no disturbance in what is laid. 
down in the Veda, there is no contradiction,’—if this be the 
accepted opinion,—-()) this cannot be right, because the 
limit is stat by the seriptures.’’---5-6. 

COMMENTARY, 

The case of the Smriti texts, dealing with actions to be done for the 
purpose of accomplishing certain results desired by man, has been dealt with 
in the preceding adhikarana, where it has been shown that they are to be 
accepted as authoritative, or rejected as unauthoritative, according as they 


‘are found to be doheburatad or contradicted by Vedie texts. ‘The present 


adhikarana deals with the Smriti texts bearing upon such small acts as are 
not performed for accomplishing any definite purpose, but only come to be 
performed on certain occasions in the eourse of sacrificial performances ; for 
instance, the text that lays down that, in course of the performance, if the 
performer happens to sneeze, he should rinse his mouth. In connection with. | 
this text all that has to be considered is whether or not they are contradictory 

to Vedic texts ; as when this question has been decided, the matter of their 

authoritative or unauthoritative character is easily determined by the for- 
going adhikarang, The Veda lays down the performance of a sacrifice, a 
performance consisting of a number of details carried into execution in a 
definite order of sequence ; if during such a performance, the i former 
happens to sneeze, he should rinse his mouth - “says the Saath | if‘ he were 
to do this, the sequence of the details of the sacrificial performance would 
be broken ; for instance, the libation to Indra being laid down as following 
the Khalin to Agni,-—if the sneezing and rinsing due to sneezing were to 
be done after the libation to Agni, the libation to Indra could not follow 
immediately after the libation to Agni, Now the question arises, whether 
or not, in this case, there is a contradiction between the Veda and the 
Sinriti ; and in this case‘all that we have to consider is Meanie: or not 


ih 
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Hie acceptance of the Smiiti-injunction (of rinsing the mouth) would inter 
fere with the proper accomplishment of the action Jaid down in the Veda; 


that is to say, if we find that the rinsing of the: mouth, in course of the 


| seerificial performance, is either not allowed, or distinctly prohibited, by the 
Vedic text laying down the procedure of the sacrificial performance, then the. 
„conclusion must be that there is a contradiction; if, on the other hand, 
‘we find that the introduction of the act (of rinsing) iuto the performance 


does not interfere with the main performance, but in fact helps in its 
accomplishment, we come to the conclusion that there is no contradiction, 


The question being thus stated, the answer that naturally suggests 


itself is that the Smriti text that lays down an act in connection with, 
“and in persuance of, what is laid dewn in the Veda, cannot be regarded 
as contradictory to the Veda; specially as the performance of that act 
l does not interfere with the performance laid down in the Veda. All that 
“the Vedic text does is to lay down the accomplishment of a certain course 
of action; if the act laid down in the Smriti is not found to hamper 
‘hat course,-—and is in fact found to help its accomplishment, there is 
nothing to prevent us from accepting this act as an additional auxi- 
liary to the Vedic sacrifice ; for instance, if on sneezing, the performer 
went on with the offerings, and did not do anything to remove the im- 


_ purity caused by the sneezing, this impurity would taint the whole per- 


formance ; consequently, the act of rinsing, by removing that impurity, 
far from hampering the performance, is found to be helpful to it. 
Such texts, therefore, cannot be regarded as contradictory to the Veda. 
This is the opinion hypothetically put forward in Sûtra. 1. 3.3. 

The Parvapaksin denies the validity of this opinion; for reasons 
given in Sftra. 1. 3. 6:—“It cannot be denied that the limit or extent 
of the procedure of all performances Jaid down in the Veda is irrevo- 


eably fixed by the Vedic text bearing on those performances ; under the’ 


circumstance, if a fresh action, not already included therein, is intro- 


duced into the performance, the performance will surely exceed its 


original limit; and this would certainly involve a transgression of the 
Veda that lays down that limit. As regards all performances the Veda 
"Jays down a definite order in which the various details are to be executed ; 
this definite order will certainly be interrupted by the intrusion of an 
action not already included in the original action. For these reasons, it 
must be confessed that the Smriti texts” laying down such acts as those 
of rinsing and the like, as to be done in course of the performance of 
actions laid down in the Veda, are directly contradictory to the Veda; 
y and as such, they must be rejected as absolutely without authority.” ; 
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age ar Api va, but. arearazar Karanagrahane, no motive being found, 
agni Prayuktani, (as) useful. qatara Pratiyeran, they should be recognised. 
g Tesu, in them. safar Adarganat, because of not being found. Bire 


. Virodhasya, of contradiction. i 
7. But no motive being found, they should be re- 
cognised as useful; [specially because we do not find any 


contradiction in them.|—7. 
COMMENTARY. 


The final conclusion is put forward in this sûtra. The last clauso, 


translated within square brackets, occurs in’ the next sûtra: but the 
Vartika suggests its being taken along with the present sûtra. 
In the ease of Smriti texts, we are justified in rejecting the author- 


ity of only those that are found to emanate from such ordinary motives 
as greed and the like, as in the case of the injunction of the covering of | 


the entire post. In the case of the acts under consideration eg.,—the 
act of rinsing—-we cannot attribute its injunction to any such motives 


as greed, anger, and the like; and hence, according to the foregoing | 


Adhikarana, we shall be jostified in assuming that the Smriti texts laying 
down such acts have their basis in the Veda. Under the circumstances, 


the Smriti text cannot be rejected as absolutely devoid of authority. 


Then, in the case of the particular texts that may be found to be contrary 
to certain details laid down in the Veda ;—e.g., when the injunction of the 
rinising of the mouth upsets the order in which the Vedie sacrifice is 
to be performed,—we must give preference to the Smriti (it having been 
proved to have its basis in the Veda) as against the Vedic texts ; because in 
this case, the Smriti text enjoins an act, while what it contradicts is not 
the act enjoined by the Veda, but only an accessory detail connected with 
that act,--viz., the order of its performance. If the Smriti text laid 
down the rinsing as to be performed in place of the sacrifice, then 
it would contradict the Vedic text laying down an act; asin that case the 


authority of the latter would be supreme ; bat as it is, it is only in, regard 


to the minor detail—of order—that what is laid down by the Vedic text is 
affected, and not the act itself; and there can be no doubt that what lays 
down a minor detail should give way to that which lays down an act ; that 
is to say, the order of the details of the Vedic sacrifice has to give way to 
the act of rinsing laid down in the Smriti. 

9 


ake qira [ dear 


n i adopted, 


ee pnt ne arn ane ntsc rn ee 


The mathonity of the particular Smyiti text in hestin is hia scor- 
mi P on the ground of its laying down a substance, in the shape ‘of an 
act, as against the minor qualification—of order—implied by the Vedic — 
l text; specially as this order is not directly enjoined by the Veda, being i 


i only indirectly implied by the mention of eel Riss PA tobe 


Thus then, the Smriti text being authoritative, the actions jand, Abed) 
by them must be accepted as useful—serving a useful purpose in connec- 
‘tion with the Vedic sacrifice. Wh 
Nor is there any contradiction involved in the RST IE of auch | 
acts, as rinsing and the like. Because the time taken by the performance 
of a sacrifice, as also the limit of its extent, is only a secondary element; 
and as such they are not irrevocably fixed ; it will depend upon circumstan. 
ces; and must vary with each particular performance ; for instance, if the 
priest is active, the performance will last for—say 2 hours; while if he 
is lazy, it may last for 4 or 5 hours, And such being the case, much 
stress cannot be intended tobe laid on these secondary details by the Vedic 
text. Such being the case if one were to perform acts rendered necessary 
by certain unforeseen occurrences—e.g., sneezing—in the course of the 
sacrificial performance, the performance of such acts cannot, even though 
causing some interruption in the continuity of the sacrifice, be regarded 
as interfering in, or in any way affecting adversely, the main performance 
of the Vedic sacrifice ; in fact, they come to form part and parcel of the 
main performance itself. Consequently, there is no ground for regarding 
the Smriti text as contradictory to the Vedic text. 


NOTH ON BÙ. 5, 6 AND 7, 


The above is the presentation of the Adhikarana, according to the 
‘Bhasya. This is not in keeping with Kumiarila’s view of the Smritis, 
which, according to him, can never be contradictory to the Veda: as there 

„is no instance in which what is laid down in the Sinriti can be rightly 
taken as contrary to what is laid down in the Veda. He has, therefore, 

‘given a different interpretation of the three Sftras (5, 6 and 7) which, 
according to the Bhisya, embody this Adhikarana. According to 
Kumiarila, sfitras 5 and 6 form one Adhikarana bearing upon the authori- 
‘ty of the scriptures of the Bauddha, the Jaina, &e.; and sûtra 7 con- 
stitutes a distinct Adhikarana treating of the mittee fanning to the 
practices of good men, 
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Adah gedon I vi a), Bhatia of the laulu es i the Bauddha, ce). 


EP the opponent holds the opinion that, Hah declarations of Mi ; 


Buddha, &e., as do not contradict the Veda, may be PA as autho- 
titative, without any fear of contradicting the V eda.”’—(Sn. 3), 


We deny this; because the number and extent of authoritative hi 


scriptures is strictly limited.—(Sa. 6.) 

‘The sense of sûtra 5, as: representing the Pirvapaksa, may be summed 
up as follows:— “In the teachings of Buddha and such other heterodox 
teachers, we find many declarations that are perfectly compatible with 
the teachings of the Veda; for instance, Buddha’s instructions as to. the 
founding of resting-places and publie parks, meditation, truthfulness, 
charity and the like ; and in so far as these are concerned, we can accept 
these teachings to be authoritative scriptures.” 


The sense of the SiddhAnta, as contained in sûtra 6, is as follows :— 


As a matter of fact, the number of authoritative scriptures is strictly |. ih 
limited to the fourteen or eighteen Vidyas or sciences, which alone. are Bi!) iG 


PENRO atang as authoritative on matters relating to Dharma; these | 
‘ Vidyâs? include only the Vedas with their Añgas and Upfigas, the 


Dharmasamhités and Puranas, the Siks& and the Dandaniti; and the ae 


works of Buddha and such other teachers is not included in those ai 
consequently, even though the teachings of these persons may contain 
things also contained in the Vedas, they cannot be accepted as having any 
binding authority with regard to Dharma; the case of these works would, 
in this case, be parallel toa case where a certain ordinary teacher, in 
course of his teachings, might make quotations from and references to 
such authoritative works as the Veda, &c.; but the mere presence of these | 
quotations does not impart to his he chealicns an authoritative character, 
The chief reason for this lies in the character of the teacher, who, in his 
practice, is found to be acting against the direct injunctions of the Veda; 

thus in the case of all heterodox teachers, as they are known to have lod 
lives not in strict accordance with Vedic injunctions, their teachings 
cannot be regarded as authoritative. The conelusion, therefore, is that 
Dharma is Dharma—i.z., brings about its due results —only when it is 
understood by the help of those scriptures that are recognised as having 
their basis in the Veda. The few Vedic truths that are found in the works 
of other teachers are so mixed up with admittedly rong teachings that 
the entire work ceases to command our confidence. 
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[Adhtkarana TV(b)— Authority attaching to the practices of good men.) 
: Those actions, for which we cannot find any perceptible motive, and 
are yet found to be performed, must be recognised (as Dharma)-—(Sa. 7.) 

Among good men we find that many behave contrary to Vedic 
teachings,—being just like medical men leading unhealthy lives; and 
yet the fact of their being universally recognised and respected as good 
men leads us to think that all their actions must be in accordance with 
Vedic teachings. ‘This gives rise to the doubt whether or not the 
practices of good men should be regarded as authoritative in matters 
relating to Dharma. “a 

The Parvapaksa view is as follows :—“ As a matter of fact we know 
of many instances, beginning from Prajipati himself and down to our 
own times, of well-known good mer: behaving, on many occasions, con- 
trary to all laws of morality ; and farther, we regard those people as 
t good’ whose conduct is good; if then we were to regard that con- 
duct as ‘good’ which belongs to good men, we would fall into the 
meshes of a ‘vicious circle’ Lastly, these ‘ practices ’ are not included 
among the fourteen Vidyas which alone have been held to be authorita- 
tive.” 

The Siddhanta embodied in sûtra 7 isas follows :——When we find 
that certain actions are performed by good men ; and we cannot attribute 
them to any such perceptible motives as those of greed and the like, we 
are led to accept them as Dharma; but this does not refer to those actions 
that are performed either for the maintenance of the body, or for mere 
pleasure, or for some material gain ; in fact, we are to accept as Dharma 
only those actions of good men which they do as Dharma; that is to 
say, any and every act done by good men is not to be regarded as 
Dharma; when they do an act, thinking it to be Dharma, then alone is 
that act to be regarded as Dharma ; and the reason for this lies in the 
fact, that persons doing the act are fully conversant with the Veda and 
its teachings; and hence what they regard as Dharma must be that 
which is so enjoined in the Veda; consequently, the action of a good 
man, when performed as Dharma, always points to the possibility 
of its being based upon the Veda. ‘This meets all those cases of miscon- ` 
duet of good men that may he cited as instances to the contrary ; for 
instance, when Yudhisthira told a lie, he did not regard that lying as 
Dharma; in fact, he knew it was not right, and yet did it under the force 
of desire to save his army from death at Drona’s hands. ‘Those actions 
that are found to be due to such motives as love or hatred, anger or 
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jealousy, avatico and “the like, cannot be regarded as Dharma ; as the 
sûtra says, it is only that act which cannot be attributed to any such 
cause, and which (we add) is done by good men as Dharma, that can be 
aceepted as such. The Smritis also assert the authoritative character 
of the ‘practices of good men,’ and ‘the usages of particular castes and 
countries;’ and though these practices are not included among the four- 


z? 


teen Vidyâs, yet they derive their authority from the Smritis which | 


declare that the practices are based upon the Veda. 


There is yet another interpretation proposed by Kumârila ; whereby 
Sûtras 6 and 7 are made into an Adhikarana establishing the authorita- 
tive character of the practices of good men, stra 6 being taken as 
embodying the Ptirvapakga view that—‘ These practices cannot be re- 
garded as authoritative in matters relating to Dharma,—bhecause the 
authoritative scriptures are limited (SQ. 6) to the Vedas and their subsi- 


diaries—the ‘fourteen Vidyds’—which do not include the pratices of good © 


”? 
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men.” ‘The Siddhénta in answer to this PArvapaksa is embodied in 
sûtra 7, which is to be explained as in the preceding interpretation, 

A fourth interpretation is suggested by Kumârila, whereby all the 
three sûtras (5, 6 and 7) are taken as embodying the Siddhanta in answer 
to the Parvapaksa supplied froin without, bearing upon the authority of 
the practices of good men, The sense of the three sûtras in this case would 
be as follows:—That which is taught in the Veda and the Smritis,—if 
this is not contradicted by the practices of good men, such practices can 
be accepted as authority on Dharma’; but whenever there is the least 
contradiction of Vedic teachings, then, as there would be a conflict of 
authorities, the practice cannot be accepted to have any authority at all, 


Adhikarana V.—A word should always be taken in the sense 
attributed to it in the scriptures. 
SOTRAS 1. 8. 8-9. 
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Tesu, in thèm. maa Adarganat, on account. of non-perception, 
oa a , p p 
firey Virodhasya, of contradiction or incongruity. ear Sama, equal, Aaii: 
Vipratipattih, the various comprehensions, 


8. “Inasmuch as no contradiction, or incongruity, is 
found in any of them, the various significations would be 
equal (in authority.) —8, ees 
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COMMnNTARY. 


When one and the same word is found to be used in different senses 
by learned men, there arises a doubt in the mind of the student as to 


AN which of the significations is to be regarded as the most authoritative, 


For instance, the word ‘Yava ° is used to denote the barley-corn as well as 
long-pepper ; now when one comes across the word ‘ Yava’ is one to under- 
stand the barley-corn or the long-pepper ? 


The Parvapaksa view is that the several significations would be 
equally authoritative; inasmuch as all the significations helong equally to 
the word; and there is no incongruity attaching to the acceptance of any 
of them; consequently, all significations are to be regarded as equally 
authoritative ; it is enough to show that the word is used in that sense 
by some people. 


marem ar aRar uy e N 


urement Sastrastha, (that which is) sanctioned by the scriptures or 
accepted by men learned in the scriptures (is more authoritative), ay 
Va, but. afafitrere Tannimittatvat, because that is the sole source (of 
authority). 


9, But the signification sanctioned by the scriptures 
(or accepted by people learned in the scriptures) is to be re- 
garded as more authoritative; because the seriptures are 
_ the sole means of knowing Dharma, —9, 
COMMENTARY. 


Of all the several significations, that which has the sanction and 
support of the Veda is to be regarded as the most authoritative ; 
because the Veda is the only means of obtaining the knowledge of dharma ; 
that is tosay, in the case of the word ' yava’ we find that the fact of its 
denoting the barley-corn is distinctly supported by the description of the 
corn contained in the Veda, which description is found to be applicable 
to the barley-corn, and not to long-pepper. In the same manner, in the 
case of all words with several meanings, that meaning is to be accept- 
edas most direct and authoritative, which has the sanction of the Veda; 
and the support of all Vedic scholars. Specially as while all the various 
significations are equally sanctioned by ordinary usage, the- one that we 
choose as the most authoritative has, the additional authority of Vedic 
sanction. i 
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ie abews is the presentation of the Adhikarana, according to the 


Bhiasya and Prabhakara. Kumaéarila objects to this interpretation, on the 


following grounds ;— 

(1) The examples cited by the Bhasya are purely artificial; because 
nowhere is the word ‘yava’ actually found to be used in the sense of 
long-pepper. (2) Even granting that it isso, the authoritative character of 
the meaning supported by subsequent passages of the Veda would come to 
be ascertained in accordance with sfitra 1. 4. 29, where it will be shown 
that in all doubtful cases of the signification of words, a definite conclu- 
sion is arrived at by the help of subsequent passages ; in thissame manner, 
_ we find that fact of the word ‘yava’ 
by the help of the subsequent passage which describes the ‘yava’ 
plant as flourishing when all other plants are withered and leafless. (3) 
Under sûtra 1. 4. 23, we shall show that there are many grounds in the 
shape of similarity—upon which the indirect denotation of words. is 
based ; in accordance with this law, the signification of long-pepper by the 
word ‘ yava,” or of blackberry by the word ‘ vetasa, ’ could be possible only 


when taken as indirect indication based upon similarity ;—that is, the | 


long-pepper is indicated by the word ‘yava’ because of its similarity 
to the barley-corn; and such being the case, there could be no doubt 
as to the superior authority of direct denotation as against indirect 
ind cation. 

For these reasons, Kuméarila takes the Adhikarana as referring to the 
comparative authoritativeness of the signification of words as known among 
Aryas and Mlechchhas. 


Adhikarana V(a).—Signification recognised by the Aryas is more 
authoritative than that accepted by the Mlechchhas. 


Whenever there happens to be a difference in the usage of the Arya 
and that of the Mlechchha, there arises a doubt as to whether both are 
equally authoritative, or one is more authoritative than the other. 


The Pfirvapaksa view is as follows :—“ In regard to all visible things, 
the significations accepted by the Arya and the Mleckchha are equally 


authoritative (SA. 1.3. 8.) ; it is only in the case of superphysical things that- 


the Arya has superior authority. In the case of ordinary things, the 
expressiveness of all words must be aceepted to be eternal—from the mere 


denoting barley-corn is ascertained | 
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fact of their being expressive ; consequently so long as the word denotes 


a certain meaning it does not make any difference whether the significa- ` 
tion is known among the Aryasor the Mlechchhas. Asan example we take 
the word ‘ pilu’ which, among the Aryas, denotes a particular tree, while 
among the Mlechchhas, the elephant; both of these significations must be 
regarded as equally eternal and authoritative.” 

- Tn reply to this we have the Siddhaénta in sûtra 1. 3. 9, as already 
explained above. Asa matter of fact, the usage of the words among 


the Mlechchhas, when differing from that among the Aryas, must be 


put under the same category as the corrupt forms of words. That is 


‘to say, the expressiveness of the word ‘pilu’ as denoting the elephant is of 
y P p 8 P 


the same kind as that of the corrupt word ‘gâvi’ as denoting the cow ; 
and hence iteannot be regarded as equally authoritative with the significa- 
tion of words used among the Aryas. Hence the conclusion is that, inas- 
much as it is the Arya that takes his stand upon the scriptures, his ideas 
alone can have any authority in the matter of signification of words, 
-~specially of those pertaining to dharma; because the knowledge of 
dharma is entirely dependent upon the scriptures ;—-and that among the 
Aryas also we should give preference to the usage of persons who are more 
conversant with the scriptures than others, 


Adhikarana V(b).—T'reating of the comparative authority 
of Smritis and Usage. 

By a third interpretation, Kumarila makes the two sfitras 8 and 9 
embody a different Adhikarana, wherein the Smriti,is proved to be 
possessed of greater authority than Usage. 

In cases where Usage is found to be contrary to Smriti, the Pirvapaksa 
view is that both are to be regarded as equally authoritative; the contest* 
between them for authority being equal (Sa. 1. 3. 8); and the reason for 
this lies in the fact that both equally have their basis in the Veda; in fact, 
if there is anything to choose between the two, it is the Usage that is 
possessed of greater authority than the Smriti; because its results, in 
the shape of actions, are directly preceptible.” 

The Siddhanta in reply to the above is that the Smriti is possessed of 
greater authority ; because it is this that is based directly upon the Veda 


* The word ‘ Vipratipattih ’ of the Sûtra is taken in this case in its primary meaning 


. ef * contest,’ and not in the indirect sense of Vividha pratipattih, as in the preceding inter- 


pretation, 


(Sa. 1. 3. 9). Tn the case of ih init the corroborative Vedic text is 
inferred directly, from the fact of the Smriti being compiled by people 
learned in the Vedas ; whereas in the case of Usage, we have first of all to 
infer a corresponding Smriti on which the Usage is based ; and it would be 

Í on the strength of this presumed Smriti that the ultimate corroborative | 
Vedic text would be presumed ; thus in this case the support of the Veda 
js one step farther removed than in the case of the Smriti. Nor is there 
any Vedic text that sanctions all usages at one stroke ; and even those texts 
that are there can be got at only through the help of Smritis; because 
Vedic texts in support of Usage are scattered over several parts of the Veda, 
and cannot be found out except through the Smritis. i 


Adhikarana V(e)—The sense that a word conveys in the Veda is more 
authoritative than that conveyed in ordinary parlance, 


Kumirila offers yet ancther interpretation of Sûtras 8 and 9, Some 
words are found in the Veda to convey a meaning entirely different from 
that conveyed in ordinary parlance ; for instance, the word ‘ advabala’ 
in the Veda denotes seed, while in ordinary parlance it denotes horse’s 
hair. In all these cases the Parvapaksa view is that—“ inasmuch as both 
meanings are equally well comprehended, the two significations should be 
regarded as of equal. authority (Sa. 1. 3. 8); specially because in the matter 
of the signification of words, the Veda does not in any way differ from 
other sources of verbal knowledge ; its superior authority being restricted 
only to things pertaining to Dharma.” 

The Siddhanta is that, the signification of words which is based 
upon the scriptures is decidedly more authoritative, because the know- 
ledge of Dharma is gained by means of the scriptures alone (SAtra 1. 3. 9), 
A signification accepted and sanctioned by the Veda is irrevocably fixed 
and can never be set aside; while that sanctioned by ordinary usage 
is variable, and liable to: change under various circumstances, Conse- 
quently, the Vedic signification must be accepted as possessed of superior 
authority. 


Adhikarana VI--Treating of the authority attach- 
ing to words used only by the Mlechchhas, 
SUTRA 1. 8. 10. ay 


Rag satiate wera wa ek 90 


Afaa Choditam, sanctioned, gq Tu, but. máa Pratiyeta, should be 
10 


PORV A-MIMAMBA-SUTRAS. TI ADHVAVA, 
sgnised, afatrara Avirodhat, because there is no contradiction or incon- 
gruity. qari Pramanena, by the Veda. Leg 
10. [The word used by the Mlechchha] should be 
recognised as sanctioned by the Veda; because there is no 
incongruity [in this]—10. l 
COMMENTARY. 


In the Veda we meet with some words that are not in use among 

the people of Aryavarta; with regard to the meaning of those words 
there arise two questions: (1) Should we take these words in the 

sense in which they are used by the Mlechehhas among whom they 
are in use? (2) Should we give preference to the meaning that may 
be got at by breaking up the words soas to make them appear as 
being derived from Sanskrit roots and affixes, as against the meaning 
assigned to them by the usage of the Mlechchhas? As examples of 
such words of foreign origin may be mentioned—' pika, ‘nema,’ 
‘tamarasa,’ &c. 

The Pirvapaksa view is that,— “inasmuch as the usage of Mlech- 
chhas cannot be a safe guide in comprehending matters relating to Dharma, 
we shall not be justified in accepting the meaning assigned to the words 
by Mlechehhas ; it is necessary in all these cases to find out the Sanskrit 
roots from which these words are derived, and to assign to them mean- 
ings accordingly; that is to say, we should find out the etymology of the word 
in accordance with Sanskrit grammar, and assign to the words meanings 
indicated by this etymology ; and as Sanskrit grammar forms part of 
the “scriptures,” the etymological meaning got at in accordance with 
strict grammatical rales should be regarded to be as authoritative as the 
ordinary meaning of any Sanskrit word. There is, therefore, no justifi- 
cation for accepting the usage of the Mlechehhas. Specially as there is 
afurther danger in such acceptance of the subversion of the entire 
fabric of Vedic Dharma. If we once get into the habit of accepting as 
authoritative things apart from the Veda, -such as the usage of the Mlech- 
chhas—this habit may have most undesirable extension. If we limit 
ourselves to the Veda and to the usage of Vedic people, we are forced 
to hunt out the requisite authority for our course of conduct among such 
sources ; but if we once accept a non-Vedic source of information as autho- 
ritative in those cases where information from Vedic sources is not easily 
accessible, we shall be open to the temptation of accepting any non-Vedic 
information that may lie near at hand, and not make an effort to hunt out 
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-the Vedic information. Hence the conclusion that the usage of non- an) 


Vedic people cannot be trusted in the ascertainment of the meaning of 
doubtful words.” 

The Siddhanta on this point is as follows :— 

If we find that the word used by the Mlechchhas is exactly the same 
as tat found in the Veda, and the word is entirely foreign to the Arya 
vocabulary, we cannot but accept the sense which the word has in Mlech- 
chha usage ; for instance, the word ‘ pika’ as found in the Veda being the 
same as that current among Mlechchhas, we must accept the same meaning 
of it that it has among the Mlechchhas; specially when such signification 
does not give rise to any incongruity in the authority of the Veda 
with regard to Dharma, According to this interpretation of the Sûtra, 
the word ‘ pramdnena’ == by the Veda. According to. another interpreta- 
tion, the sdtra pramdyena avirodhét’ means ‘ there being no contradiction 
of any authority ’—i.e, there being nothing in the signification. that 
contradicts, or goes against, the authority of the Veda with regard to 
Dharma, 

The Vartika cites a few very interesting examples of cases where, 
even in regard to matters of Vedic ritual, we have to accept the authority | 
of people other than Brahmanas versed in the Veda. For instance, 
when we meet with an injunction with reference to the ‘loma’ of the 
sacriticial animal, if we do not know what part of the animal’s body is 
meant, we refer to the butcher, and accept his word as authoritative in this 
matter. Then again, in connection with the Nisddas, ete., the Veda lays 
down that the sacrificial gift should consist of a base coin ; what. is really 
a base coin cannpt be known to any one except low #class people 
who deat in such coins; hence as to whether or not a certain coin is base, 
this question has to be decided on the authority of the counterfeit coiner. 
Exactly in the same manner, when we meet with such words as ‘pika,’ 
‘nema’ and the like,—and find that we cannot ascertain their mean- 
ing either from the Veda or from the usage’of the Arya, we have to accept 
the authority of the usage of the Mlechchhas, among whom the words are 
used ina definite sense; specially as this acceptance would aot be in- 
compatible with our theory that the eternal significations of eternal 
words can be ascertained by means of the usage of men; because the 
Mlechchhas are as much men as any one else. 


The Veda and the usage of Aryas is certainly more authoritative 


than the usage of the Mlechchhas; but this can ‘be so only in cases where 
both are available; in those cases however Where the former are not 


_ PORVAMIMAMSA-SÖTRAS. IT ADHY AY 


i 


available, the latter is the only authority POA A } ang e can be no 
-justification for rejecting it. . antes Alas 
It is only cases where the meaning of a word hanau absolutely be 
ascertained by usage, that, we can be justified in looking out for its mean- 
‘ing in its etymology. 
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Adhikarana VII.—No independent authoritativeness 
in the Kalpasttras, 


“aira ARA Aan eek 
a AANTAL 8k N 


namura Prayogagistram, scripture of ritual, ta Sa Iti chet, if it be 
urged, a Na, itis not so, wataaara Acanniyamat, because there is no proper 
regularity. 
11. If it be urged that—“ they constitute the scrip- 
ture of ritual (and hence are as self-sufficient in their 
authority as the Veda) ’’—11. 


It is not so; because there is no proper regularity.—12. 
COMMENTARY. 


This adhikarana has been taken by Kumârila as having a four-fold 
bearing :--(a) according to the first interpretation, the question is as to 
whether or not the Kalpasfitras are self-sufficient in their authority, like 
the Veda. ‘The case of the Kalpasftras stands upon a fevel different from 
that of the Smritis ; because the Kalpasûtras contain only the mention 
in a systematic form, af what is actually found to be contained in 
the Vedas; whereas in the Smritis we find may things not actually 
present in the Veda, and whose mention in the Veda is only pre- 
sumed, 

The Pûrvapaksa view is that, “constituting as they do the ritualistic 
seripture, the Vedie character cannot be denied to the Kalpasftras; they , 
may be taken as entirely independent of the Veda, as regards their 
authority.” ie 

The Siddhanta is that, inasmuch as the Kalpasftras are, like the 
Smritis, known to be the work of human authors, they are not as free 
from various sources of error as the eternal Veda is; and as such their 
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authority cannot be as s 
eternal, like the Veda ; specially because in regard to the Kalpasitras 


there is no regularity; that is to say, there are no irrevocable rules of f 


accent and pronunciation as there are in regard to the Veda; or because f 
there is no self-evident eternality and independence of human agency, as 
there is in the case of the Veda, 


“~ 
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13. Also because of the absence of descriptive pass- 

ages.-—13. # Na 
Another reason why the Kalpasdtra cannot be regarded to be on the 
same level as the Veda, lies in the fact that in the Veda we meet with many 
such descriptive passages as are not met with in ordinary parlance, 
for instance, such apparently absurd declarations as ‘ PrajApati cut, 
out his own fat;’ which shows that the Veda is not the product. of the 
human mind ; in the Kalpasûtras there are no such passages ; which also 

proves that the two are not on the same footing. 


adagia SAATTAA 92 N 


aia Sarvatra, in the case of all. gärna Prayogat, because there are: 
(contradictory) assertions. &Arnamena Sannidhanagastrat, by reason of close 
proximity. ‘@ Cha, also. i 
14. Also because in all (Kalpasatras) there are asser- 
tions (contradictory to the Veda) [this contradiction being 
easily perceptible] by reason of the easy accessibility of the 
assertions.—14. 
COMMENTARY. 

Absoltite authority has been denied in the case of human utterances 
hecause men are often found to be making assertions contrary to the Veda; 
as a matter of fact, this same circumstance is met with in the case of the 
Kalpasdtras also : they bristle with statements contradictory to the Veda-- 
this contradiction being all the more remarkable by the fact of the Vedic 
texts contradicted being easily accessible. For instance, the Kalpasitra 
declares that the ‘ Paryagni’ should be made of all the substances used 
at the sacrifice, while the Veda distinctly declares that it is to be made 
of the sacrificial cake only. 


In addition to the above presentation of the adhikarana Kumârila 
deduces the following two more adhikaranas from the sûtras 11 and 12. 


Pony AuIMAnsdsdnnas It ADH. 


Adhikarana VII(a).—VUhe Briel and the Angas of the Veda, Siksa, Karas 
es like the Kalpasûtra, have no independent sie hi y, apart A 
from the Veda. 


The Parvapaksa is that “ Vedic character and authority cannot be 
denied to the Smritis, pacity are universally recognised as constituting 
the ‘Dharmadistra’ or ‘scripture of Dharma’; specially when it has 
‘been proved that they are not devoid of authority on matters relating to 
dharma. The Smritis either are authoritative or are not authoritative ; 
no middle course is possible; and as it has been proved in the opening 
adhikaranas of this pada that they ave authoritative, we cannot but accept 
them to be so, by themselves; because that which is not intrinsically 
authoritative, cannot be authoritative at all. Similarly, with the Angas 
of the Veda, the Siksi and the rest: as they are recognised as the Anga 
or limb of the Veda, we cannot deny the independent authority of these,” 

The Siddhanta is that, in the case of the Smritis, and of the Angas, 
as we have a distinct knowledge of their being the work of human 
authors, they cannot be regarded as independent scriptures of dharma; 
‘specially because there is no proper regularity in these (as explained 
above, under stitra 12). 


Adhikaraya VTI(b).—No authority belongs to the Non-V edie scriptures. 


With regard to the non-Vedic scriptures of the Bauddha, &e., 
tho Pérvapaksa is that, “inasmuch as these are as much seriptures of 
detion as the Veda, their authoritative character cannot be denied. ‘The 
eternal and authoritative character of these scriptures can he proved 
by the same arguments that have been put forward in Pea dae of the | 
eternality of the Veda.” a 

The Siddhanta is that, inasmuch as these other scriptures are 
acknowledged to have been the work of human authors, they cannot be 
accepted to be possessed of infallible authority. That they are not 
eternal is proved by their having been compiled by human authors ; 
and also by the absence in those so-called ‘scriptures’ of all regularity ; 
that is to say, they are found to be full of incorrect words and phrases ; 
being composed principally in the Vernacular ; which makes their eternal- 
ity—and consequent infallible authority, impossible. Consequently in 
matters relating to dharma, it is the eternal Veda alone, which is indepen- 
dent of human agency, that can be accepted as possessed of infallible 
authority; and no other scriptures can be accepted to be so, 


—- 


SHES BES N 


Adhikarana VIII .—The Holâkâdhikarana : Authoritu- 
tive character of popular customs. 
SUTRA 1. 3. 15-23. 


i ae 
“JAANE, TEJET SITU RG MU 
AACA ALA, Anumanavyavasthanat, inasmuch as inference or presumption 
is limited in its scope. a@etgma Tatsamyuktam, qualified by that. qarae 
Pramanam, authority, 

15. “Inasmuch as all presumption is limited in its 
scope, the authority (of customs, based upon the presumption | 
of Vedic texts) must be qualified by that limitation.” —15. 

COMMENTARY. 

The usages have been held to be authoritative on matters relating to 
Dharma. Now with regard to popular customs—such, for instance, as the 
celebrating of the Holi in a certain fashion—the question is; is the autho- 
rity of these restricted to limited areas? or have they universal force ? 

The Pûrvapaksa view is that—‘The authority of customs and 
usages,—as of all sources of knowledge bearing on Dharma,—-rests_ ulti- 
mately upon the presumption of their having their orgin in the Veda; and, 
as a matter of fact, we find that every one of these customs have only local 
currency ; consequently the Vedic texts presumed in support of these can- 
not but be in a form that would be limited in its scope, having only local, 
and not universal force.” 

“Customs should be held to have limited authority, from the ana- 
logy of such usages and duties as are restricted within the limits of 
certain castes or families; that is to say, the Vedic texts in suport of 


‘customs may be presumed to be in the same limited form in which we 


find such texts as ‘the Râjasûya sacrifice is to be performed by a Kgattriya 
king ; the text in support of the customs of observing the Holaka will 
thus be in the form—the Holika should be observed by the people of 
the east.” 


HM at TATA: TAI, AHIMA TART N gA N 


wi ar Api va, but, aaa: Sarvadharmah, duty incumbent on all men. ara 
Syat, should be, asara Tannyayatvat, because of that character. fàya 
Vidhanasya, belonging to injunctions. 


16. But the duty must be incumbent upon all men; 
as such is the character of all injunctions.— 16. 


111 PADA, VILE ADHIRARANA, 84.1. 3:16. 19D I: 


nE 


ra COMMENTARY. - 


The Siddbinta, on this point is that the Guatomne) it question cannot 
ai IR COA as limited in their authority ; because if the custom has any 
authority, it lays down a duty ; and, as a matter ‘of fact, we find that all 
duties laid down by any recognised antha ty are accepted as incumbent on 
all men, For instance, when the Vedic injunction lays down the. Agnihotra 
as to be performed, the performance of this Agnihotra is recognised as in- 
cumbent on all men, Such is the case with all Vedic injunctions ; and as 
the customs also owe their authority ultimately to Vedie injunctions, they 


also must be recognised to be as universally binding as the direct Vedic 
‘Injunction. That is to say, the customs,—the observance of the Holi, for 
instanee,—cannot be regarded as binding upon any particular class or 


individual, specially as it is not easy to find any such restrictive words as 
would be presumed to be contained by the Vedic injunctions, whereby the 


‘authority of the custom would become restricted. 


aaa: STL NU GIN. 


atirar Dardanat, due to direct perception, Ataata: Viniyogah, restric- 
tion. eaa Syat, could be, 
17. Restriction could only be due to [justified by] 
direct perception.—17, 
COMMENTARY. 
‘The Parvapaksa has argued that the texts in support of local customs 


may be presumed to be in the same limited form as those laying down the 
duties of particular castes and sects. But this is not possible ; because 


in the ease of the direct Vedic injunctions of duties for limited castes and — 


sects, we have to accept the limitation of the application because the res- 
triction is directly perceptible in the Vedic text itself; similarly, in the case 
of usages with limited authority, we actually perceive that they are met 
within well-defined limits; and so we are justified in holding that the 
corroborative texts presumed for these usages are in the restricted form ; in 
the case, of the customs of observing the Holaka and the like, this method 
is not possible; because, as a matter of fact, they are not found to be 
restricted within well-defined limits; the observance is diffused over 
vast portions of the land, and we cannot lay our hands upon any 
demareating line where the observance ends, beyond which it is not kept 
at all; and when the restriction, if possible, could only be in a vague form 
no Jush vagueness could be possible in the case of Vedic texts. 
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A, VIE ADHIKARANA 


feagrarara AET 0 2131 est 
Rara Lingabhavat, because there can be no indicative of limita- 
tion, = Cha, also. freqeq Niyasya, of the eternal authority of injunctions. 


* 18. *Also because there can be no indicative of limita- 
tion in the eternal authority of injunctions [or of particular 
agents. }-—18. ; 

COMMENTARY. 
It might be urged that—even though limitation of country or pro- 


vince may not be possible, it may be possible with regard to the agents — 
persons to observe the custom. Even this is not possible ; because the 


restriction of the agent is as impossible as that of the eyuntry ; or because | 


it is not possible for the Vedic injunction, which is eternal, to contain words 
indicative of limitation of its auth ity ; consequently, the texts presumed 
in support of customs, cannot but be in a form that would make them 
binding on all men. 


area fy IATA N ge l 
sear Akhya, name. R Hi, because, Zagra Dedasamyogat, due to 
connection with place. 
19. Specially because the name is due to connection 
with place.—19. 
COMMENTARY, 

The opponent might urge that the persumed Vedic texts may contain 
such restrictive words as the ‘ Basterner’ and the like, —the text in support 
of the Holaka being in the form ‘the Holâka should. be observed by the 
Easterners.’ 

The answer to this is that there are no men with whom such a name 
as ‘the Easterner’ is inseparably and eternally connected ; the name is due 
to the mere chance connection of a man with a definite place ~the eastern 
country ; hence while a man is resident in that country he will be included 
in the term ‘ easterner;’ but when be would go to another country, he 
would cease to be so included ; hence if the Vedic texts were to contain 
such a restriction, the number of persons upon whom it would be bind- 
ing would be constantly variable, and this would make the text vague and 
indetinite,—a character foreign to the intrinsic authority of Vedic texts, 


rs a a 


* According to the Bhagya, the sûtra should be translated thus‘ also because taoro 
is nothing indicative of restriction to particular agents,’ 
ti 


vona MIMAMSASÓTRAS. Nes Avurar | 


As regards a par dower custom of the, Holaka, we know asa A ANAT ‘of 
fact that its observance is not restrictod within any such provincial limits 
—as the east or the west; it being observed by men of several provinces, 
situated in diverse parts of the country. — 


“a emmy” ste Sa Ro I 
aimen E MAA I R? N 


a Na, not, ema Syat, would be. @gnedty Desantaresu, in other countries. 
“fa Far Iti chet, if this is urged, æra Syat, it would be. Smaart Yogakhya, 
literally significant, mya Mathuravat, like the name ‘ Mathura.” | 

20. Asit [the custom] would not be prevalent in 
other countries [the names of people cannot be taken as 
based upon their connection with places of habitation, 
ete, |, -if this is urged—20. 

21. (Our reply is] The names would certainly be 
literally significant like the name ‘‘ Mathura.”-—-21. 
COMMENTARY, 

In sfitra 19, it has been urged that the texts presumed in support of 
local customs could not contain the words limiting the customs to any par- 
ticular people; because any such mention by name of any people would be 
very vague and indefinite. The opponent retorts: Very well; we 
admit that names would be vague and indefinite; that is just the reason 
why all such names as the ‘ Hasterner’ and the like should be taken 
as referring to connection with-~residence ina place ; these names must 
be regarded as not referring to any circumstance at all, being purely proper 
names, which do not depend for their application upon anything signified 
by the etymological constituents ; the text would limit the custom to the 
‘Easterners, —whoever these people may be, and whatever the name 
might mean ; it is enough for our purposes to have the text restricting 

the custom to only a particular set of people.” 

The answer to this is that the literal signification of such names 
cannot be gainsaid. For instance, we cannot deny that the word 
‘MAthura’ is applied to certain people simply because they reside in 
Mathura ; similarly, the name ‘ Hasterner’ cannot be applied to any man 
except (1) if he be an inhabitant of the eastern provinces, (2) or if 
he be one born in that province, (3) or if he be coming from that province 
at that time; in any case the application of the name cannot but be due 


names in the Vedic texts would make them vague and indefinite, the pre- 
sumed text could not contain any such words as would restrict the autho- 


rity of those texts. 


“Caupaat at SIUI” 1 RR N 


awa: Karmadharmah, the property of the action, at Va, or. qawan. 
Pravanavat, like the sloping, 

22. “ [The specifying names] may qualify the action, 
like the sloping 22. 
. ; COMMENTARY. 

Having found it impossible to presume Vedic texts with such quali- 
fying words as would specify the agents, the opponent puts forward the | 
theory that the names occurring in the text may be taken as qualifying 
and thereby limiting, not the agent,—the people performing the action, — 
but the action itself; that is to say, the epithet ‘Eastern’ will refer to the 
custom, and not to the people observing that custom; the text being that 
the custom can bring about its transcendental result only when observed: 
in the eastern province; in this way when the custom is called an * eastern 
custom’ by the text, it cannot be binding upon people who do not live 
in the eastern province; because the custom cannot be ‘eastern’ and 
‘western’ at the same time. The opponent adds that such specifica- 
tion of action is not very rare in the Veda ; for instance, certain sacrifices 
to the. Vidvedevas are qualified as ' prachinapravana ’—the sense being 
that the sacrifices can bring about their transcendental results only 
when performed on grounds sloping towards the east. 


Gag RAT NI R3 


geag Tulyam, similar. g Tu, but. TEULU Kartridharmena, the qualifica- 
tion or speicfication of the agent, 


23. But that would be similar to the specification of 
the agent,—23. . : 


f) 
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n VN COMMENTARY. | | i 
i The reply to the foregoing sûtra is that this specification of the action 


also would be as vague and indefinite as that of the agent (as shown. 


under sfitra, 18,; in this case algo, as there is no well-defined limit as to 


what is the ‘eastern’ and what the ‘western’ country, any specification 
hy means of these terms,—whether of the action or of the agent--would 
always be vague and indefinite. For instance, what is ‘ western’ for the 
Burmans will be ‘eastern’ for the Afgans; and so forth; henee no such 
vague specification can find place in any Vedic texts. 

For these reasons we conclude that the Vedic texts presumed in 
support of such local costoms as the HolAka and the like, cannot be 
qualified by any specification of places, &e:, and as such all these must be 


taken as having universal authority. 


Sûtras 15 and 16 have been taken by Kumfrila as also embodying an 
“adbikarana dealing with the authority of such partially. accepted Dharma- 
Sastras as the sûtras of Gautama, Sattkha, Likhita and the rest, ‘There 
arises a doubt as to the exact nature of the authority of these works ; 
beenuse, in actual practice, the Dharmasûtras of Gautama and the Grihya- 
stitras of Gobhila are accepted as authoritative only by the Sémavedis ; 
the Dharmasûtra of Vasistha only by the Rigvedis ; the Smritis of Sanka 
and Likhita by the Vayasaneyi-Suklayajurvedis, and so forth, The Parva- 
' paksa is that these works cannot be put on the same category as the univer- 
recognised Smritis—that of Mann, for instance. They are acknow- 
ledged by only limited people ; hence they cannot have that same universal 
authority that belongs to the Veda or the Manusmriti.”—(Sa. 1. 3. 15.) 

- The Siddhanta is that, on account of the universal character of the 
injunctions contained in the Smritis in question, these must be accepted as 
applying to all persons capable of performing the act laid down by them. 
"hat is to say, as the Smriti texts themselves do not contain any words that 
would limit their application, the Vedic texts that we might presume in 
could not contain any such words ; hence there can be no- 
ur restricting the authority of the Smriti texts in question. 
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Adhikarana IX— Vydkaranddhikaran a 


[Neoassiry or Usine rae Correct Forms or Worps.] 
SUTRAS 1. 8. 24-80. 
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gaira raara Prayogotpattyasastratvat, because there is no scrip- 
tural injunction as to their use. WRF, Sabdesu, in regard to the use of words, 
qNa,no. saaeat V yavastha, restriction, tary Syat, there could be, 
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24. “As there is no. injunction as to their use, No 
there could be no restrictions with regard to the words 
used.”-—24, 


COMMENTARY. 

The sûtras dealing with Grammar have also been classed under 
‘Smritis;’ and the next six Sdtras proceed to consider the authoritative 
character of those grammatical Smyitis. These would be authoritative and 
useful, only if the comprehension of the meanings of words and sentences 
were restricted to Sanskrit words alone ; as it is these alone that are dealt 
with by the Smritis in question. Hence the discussion begins with a consi- 
deration of this question. uN 

For the denoting of one and the same thing, we find people making 
use of pure Sanskrit words, as well as their vernacular corruptions ; for 
instance, the cow is spoken as ‘gauh’ as well as‘ gaya.’ Now the ques- 
tion avises—Is it the Sanskrit word alone that directly denotes the cow 
-=the vernacular form indicating it only indirectly, through its similarity 
to the Sanskrit word? Or, are all words, Sanskrit as well as vernacular, 
equally directly’ denotative of the cow ? | 


The Pûrvapakşa view is as follows :— 

© Asa matter of fact we find that in ordinary parlance, the word. 
‘giya’ is as capable of denoting the cow as the word ‘gauk’; and this 
‘act can be taken to prove the cternal character of the word ‘ gaya’ and 
its denotative power ; that is to say, we ean reason thus— Because the word 
‘gaya’ denotes the cow to-day, it must have denoted it hundred years ago 
and so on and on, the relation between the word ‘ gaya’ and the cow must 
be accepted to be as eternal as that between the cow and the word “gauh. 
Hence the conclusion is that we may use any words we like, so long Wa 
all of them are expressive of what we intend to speak of. If we had any 
Vedic injunction to the effect that ‘one should use only such words as are 
correct according to the rules of grammar,’ we would not be justified in 
making use of any other words; but as a matter of fact, there is no 
such Vedie injunction ; consequently there can be no ground for the 
restricting our usage to only such words as are correct by the rules 
of grammar ; nor is there any Vedic authority for any such distinction 
as that itis only the Sanskrit word that is correct, and all others in- 
correct. In fact, it is impossible for any Vedic injunction to lay down any 
such restriction upon usage; because the sense of the Vedic injunction is 
expressed by its component words ; then if the same injunction laid down 


routrictlatis! as to the use of koria there would be an interdependence 
between the words and the injunction,--the use of ‘the words, depending 
i ‘upon the injunction, which, in its case depends upon the words for 
the expression of its meaning; consequently the comprehension. of all 


Vedie injunctions depending upon the ordinarily accepted significa- 
tion of words, no words in ordinary usage could ever be differ entiated by 
them ais correct or incorrect. Further, a word can be regarded ag incor rect 
K only when it is not expressive, —as then alone would it fail in its purpose, 
i which is the sole criterion of incorrectness ; and hence so long as a word 
| is found to be duly expressive of its Meni a there can be no reason ee 
its heing regarded as incorrect. 
| “Tt is true that we have the grammatical Smritis indicating certain. 
words as correct, aud discarding others as incorrect ; and as Smritis. they 
would lead us to presume similar Vedic texts also; but such a Vedic in- 
= junction could be possible only if such use of correct words led to tran- 
 seondental results other than the perceptible result of expressing the mean- 
ing (which is found in the case of all words, Sanskrit as well as vernacu- 
Jar); but we have no grounds for believing in any such transcendental 
result, so long as all that is necessary is accomplished by facts of ordinary 
experience ; that is to say, we are justified in assuming a transcendental 
element only when there is some incongruity without such assumption ; 
while in the case in question we do not find any incongruity in the meaning 
being expressed by the vernacular word. 


“Thus then, the grammatical Smritis relating to the use of words 
cannot have any basis in Vedie injunctions ; and as such they cannot 
serve the purpose of laying down rules regarding the accomplishment of 
Dharma, The case of the grammatical Smritis stands upon an entirely 
different footing from the other Smritis that have been proved to be autho- 
ritative ; because these latter are found to deal with subjects cognate to those 
dealt with in the Veda, while the grammatical Smritis deal with the 
tise of certain words and phrases, which is a matter upon which, from 
the very nature of the thing, the Veda cannot have anything to say. 
There being thus no Vedic corroboration possible in the case of the gram- 
matical Smritis these cannot be regarded as having any authority on matters 
relating to Dharma. Nor is there any use in studying the grammatical 
Smritis. 

“The conclusion therefore is that all qwords—whether Sanskrit or 
vernacular—are equally correct, so long as they denote their meaning ; 
and that, on that account, the science of grammar is absolutely valueless,” 


i m nee i pa O MYN 


[Var lecs, saa] 
“a Sabde, in the B ‘qaaa: Prayatnanispatteh, because it is 
accomplished by effort. saqa Anar ananya, of discrepancy. WAS Bhagi- 


tvam, possibility. 
25. Because its utterance is due to (human) effort, 
there is a possibility of discrepancies in the word.—25. 
COMMENTARY. 

Before putting forward the Siddhanta, the Sdtra tries to weaken the 
position of the Ptrvapaksa. The corrupt vernacular words have been 
declared, in the Parvapaksa, to be eternal, on the sole ground of their 
being used in ordinary parlance from time immemorial, and being expres- 
sive of definite meanings. But, as a matter of fact, such long-established 


usage could be accepted only if we were sure that the word that the man had — 
pronounced before me was exactly what he had beard from others. But 


in the ease of all such words, as the utterance of the word is due to the 
effort of or dinary man, there is always a likelihood of his making mistakes, 
as no human effort is infallible; it may be that the form of the word as 
pronounced by the man before me is different from that of the same word 
as learnt from his father ; hence in the ease of all vernacular words, there 
can be no certainty with regard to its eternal usage in that particular 


form. Thus the continuity of the usage being doubtful, it cannot warrant 


any conclusion as to the eternality of the word. 

Some people read the second word of the sûtra as ‘ aprayatna- 
nispatteh’; and the sense in that case would be—‘ because the utterance 
of words is often brought about without proper effort on the part of the 
speaker, there is always a possibility of his making mistakes in the pro- 


nunciation.’ 
BeMIAAAUSTAT N RE N 


qma: Anyayah, not reasonable. @ Cha, and. SAIRTSTAR Anekasab- 
datvam, to have more than one word. 

96. And itis not reasonable to have more than one 
(synonymous) word.—26. 
COMMENTARY. 

The sole reason for assuming the significant potency of a word con- 
sists in the necessity that there is of speaking of a thing by some name, 
That is to say, we accept the fact of the word ‘ gauh’ being expressive 
of the cow, simply because in the absence of some such word we could not 


en 


7A-MIMAMSA-SUTRAS, TADHYAYA, 


~ Speak of the cow. Therefore, as this fact of the cow being spoken of would | 
be accomplished by a single word, there would be no reason for assuming 
_» move than one word as expressive of thesame thing; thus for expressing any 
/ One thing, itis not reasonable to assume more than one word. In the case 
of Sanskrit words, however, when we find more than one word to be actuall y 
used in the Veda as expressive of the same thing, we are forced to accept all 
_ these words as expressive of it ; as otherwise the infallible Veda would 
become open to the charge of meaninglessness, ‘There is no such reason in 
the case of the vernacular words ; in fact, when the thing—the cow. for 
instance,—-has already gob its expressive word ‘gauh,’ which is found in 
the Veda, we have no further ground for accepting any vernacular word 
#8 expressing the same thing. The conclusion, therefore, is that even when 
one and the same thing is found to be expressed by more than one word, 
<i is only one of these words that can be accepted as having an eternal 
denotative relation to that thing; the using of all the other, words must 
be gaken as being due to some incapacity in the speaker to get at the 
_ true word; and the fact of these other words being expressive of that thing 
must be attributed to some sort of similarity that they bear to the true 
word, 


aa arated ETTA wi RO ti 


av Tatra, on this point, asqa Tattvam, that (denotative poteucy).  ayfarat- 
fanaa Abhiyogavisesat, due to the peculiarity of close application. sara 
Syat, could be (ascertained), 


27. On this point, that a word is really denotative 
could be ascertained by the application of certain general 
principles.— 27. 

COMMENTARY. 


When we have a number of words denoting the same. thing, what 
would be the criterion as to which of these is endowed with real denota 
tive potency, and which expresses the thing only indirectly? That is to 
say, what is there to show that it is the Sanskrit word that is really deno- 
tative of the thing, and the vernacular words are, at best, only indicative 
of its indirectly ? 

The only practical criterion available lies in certain general princi- 

ples, whereby—by the close application of which —we could find out which 
of the words fulfil the conditions indicated by those principles; this will 
lead us io accept only these words as really denotative, and to reject 


those that do not fulfil, those conditions. All such principles we find 
collected for us in the Smritis of grammar; wherein we have all that is 
necessary for ascertaining which form of a word is the correct one~-i.e., 
which is that form which is naturally and eternally denotative of the 
thing. And as it is only the Sanskrit form of the word that will satisfy 
the grammatical requirements, the inevitable conclusion is that it is the 
Sanskrit word, and not its vernacular counterparis, that is endowed with: 
real denotative potency. 

Herein lies the usefulness and authoritativeness of the grammatical 
Smritis ; as without the help of these we could never discriminate between 
the correct word and its corruptions. 


aaMey ASIA Rs N 
aami: Uadasaktih, an incapability. @ Cha, then again, agagqera 
Tadanurapatvat, because of its similarity to it. 

28. Then again [every case of the uttering of vernacu- 
lar words is due to] an incapability [to pronounce the correct 
word]; [and the meaning is expressed by the vernacular 
word] because of its resemblance to the correct word,—28. 

COMMENTARY, 

Tn all cases where vernacular words are used to express a certain 
meaning, the use of these instead of the correct Sanskrit word, must be 
attributed to the fact that the man is unable to pronounce the latter, and 
therefore pronounces it in another form; and hence the vernacular usage 
must be regarded as by its very nature based upon the incapacity of the 
speaker; and as such it cannot be accepted to be as authoritative and 
trustworthy as the usage of Sanskrit words. 

Even though it is so yet the word, in the corrupt form, is found to 
express the intended meaning; and the reason for this lies in the fact 
that it resembles the correct word in sound; that is to say, the word 
‘gaya’ denotes the cow, because it resembles the word ‘gauh;’ and 
hence when it is uttered, it recalls, by similarity, the word ‘gauh,’ 
which, in its turn, brings to mind the cow ; so in this case aiso it is the 
correct word that is really denotative of the thing, cow. 


marae RaRa eq RE N 


gaanar Ekadesatvat, because it is a part. @ Cha, and, Pirena 
Vibhaktivyatyaye, in a case where the correct endings are absent. sapar 
Syat, it would be. i 
12 


29." In the case of those corrupt words in which the 
_ correct endings are absent, the denoting of the meaning would 
be due to the fact of such a word being a part of the correct 
oo word.—29. 
K UA COMMENTARY. o | 
Another point in whick the vernacular word differs materially from 
a ‘the Sanskrit word is that the declensional and inflexional endings are totally 
il absent in the former. For instance, when in vernacular we use the basic 
| noun in its Sanskrit form, we do not use the affix, &e.; as when we 
speak of the man going, we use the word ‘manusya’ for man; 
while the real Sanskrit form of the word would be ‘manugyah.’ In 
such caso the vernacular form, ‘Manusya’ is found to be expressive, 


ae because it forms a part of the correct word ‘ Manusyah’; and thereby 
brings to our mind this complete word, which is what really expresses 
the meaning. 
An ‘As against, the usefulness of the Grammar-Smritis, an objection is 
it raised .—* Ag all the correct words would be found in the Veda, a know- 
ledge of the Veda would suffice to give us an idea as to which word is 
correct and which is incorrect ; and thus there would be no need for any 
grammatical rules, etc., for the ascertaining of the correct forms of words,” 
The answer to this is that the Veda does not contain all the possible 
correct words ; it is true that the words contained in the Veda are all correct; 
but it is not true that all correct words are contained in the Veda. Con- 
sequently it becomes necessary to have certain definite rules whereby the 
correctness or incorrectuess of a word can be ascertained. And these 
rules must be aceepted to be eternal, (1) because we cannot think of any 
point of time when there were no grammatical rules; and (2) because we 
actually find Vedic injunctions supplying the basis for every one of the 
six factors of grammar :—viz., the etymology of words, the correct forms of 
words, the necessity of using the correct forms of words, the actual use of 
auch words, the prohibition of the using of words not shown to be correct 
by the rules of grammar, and the actual avoidance of such words. And all 
these injunctions being Vedic, these must be regarded to be as eternal 
as the injunctions laying down the use of kusa and such other things at 


sacrifices, 
hus then, the rules of grammar, being all based upon the Vedic 


“grammar, must be allowed the same regard as all other Smritis ; that is to 
gay, they must be accepted as having an authoritative bearing upon dharma ; 
specially fas the chief use of grammar has been held to lie in the laying 


down of certain restrictions whieh help in the fulfilment 
For instance, the restrictions that Grammar lays down ave—(1) that one 


should use only the correct forms of words, the knowledge and use of such | 


‘words leading the speaker to heaven and helping him to accomplish 


the Vedic sacrifices ; and (2) that ‘such and such words are correct eand 


without the rules of grammar it would not be possible to distinguish correct 
from incorrect words. Thus then the rules of grammar, being that part 
of the Vedic dharma which consists of the use of the duly discriminated 


correct forms of words, serve the purpose of pointing out such correct i 


word-forms as are really expressive. 


According to Prabhakara, it is necessary to enquire into the trust- 


worthy character of Grammar, not because it is a Smriti, but chiefly because 


if the science of grammar were not trustworthy, the whole fabric of. 


Vedio dharma would be jeopardised; that is to say, that a certain word 
denotes a certain thing and not any other, is ascertained finally by the 
rules of grammar alone ; consequently, if these were untrustworthy, there 
would be no certainty in regard to the meanings of words ; anil in that case 
the meaning of all Vedic texts would be doubtful and vague ; and this would 
shake the authority and trastworthy character of the entire Veda. The 
presentation of the pfirvapakga and the siddhinta by Prabhakara does not 
‘differ from that by Kumirila. 


Adhikarana X(a).-—-The words used and the things 
denoted by them in the Veda are the same 
as those in ordinury parlance, 

SUTRA 1, 8. 30. 
qairaiganiarananaarig were lee. 
qarita Prayogachodanabhavat, because, otherwise, there would 

be no injunction of actions. gene Arthaikatvam, sameness of denotation, 
afaartra Avibhagat, on account of non-differentiation, ; 

30. On account of non-differentiation [between the word 
as used in the Veda and as used in ordinary parlance] the two 
must be regarded as the same ; specially because, if it were 
not go, no injunction of action would be possible.—30. 

COMMENTARY. 

It having been proved that it is necessary to use the correct forms 
of words, it becomes necessary to consider the character of the denotation 
of words; and, as itis the Veda with which we are immediately concerned, 
the first point that we have to consider is whether the word ‘ gauh’ used 


of ‘dharma. | 


in the Veda is the same as that word used in ae parlance,—and 
also if what the word denotes in the Veda is exactl a what it denotes in 
ordinary parlance. va | 

On this point the Parvapaksa is that—‘‘ as a matter of fact we find 
that there are many points of difference between the Vedic and the ordi- 
nary word ; for instance— 1) in the Veda we have certain restrictions as to 
accentuation, which do not apply to words in ordinary parlance ; (2) the 
conjugational forms met with in the Veda are not the same as those 
found in ordinary language; e.g., the form ‘ jahghanat ’ which stands for 
‘ahanat;’ (3) the Vedic words can be studied by the three higher castes 
only, while there is no such resiriction with regard to ordinary words. 
For these reasons, the word ‘gauh’ as used in the Veda, must be regarded 
‘as different from that same word as met with in ordinary parlance.” 

The Siddhanta view is put forth in the sfitra:- We must admit the 
two words to be the same, and also their denotations to be the same 
That is to say, the word ‘gauh’ as found in the Veda is the samo as,—and 
denotes the same thing as—-the word ‘gauh’ as met with in ordinary 
parlance ;-- because if this were not so, the Vedic words would be something 
entirely new to the ordinary person ; and so would be absolutely meaning- 
less to him; thus the injunctions would fail in their purpose, which 
consists in prompting men to action ; when it would not be comprehended, 
how could it do the prompting ? 

Another reason for accepting this conclusion lies in the fact that 
as a matter of fact, we do not find any difference between the two sets of 
words. That isto say, (1) we do not perceive any difference in form be- 
tween the word ‘ gauh’ as found in the Veda and the same as met with in 
ordinary parlance ; (2, we do not perceive any difference in their denota- . 
tion ; in both cases the word denotes the cow. 


Satra 80 has been explained above as embodying an adhikarana by 
itself, By another interpretation, it is taken by the Bhâsya as the first 
of a set of sûtras (30:35) propounding the Pirvapaksa of another adhi- 
karana. This adhikarana is as follows -~ 

Adhikarana X(b) [Words denote communities, 
not individuals]. 
SOTRA. 1, 3. 30-35. 
“oats , 
| Nera E Ae kili kalmi A 1a t Rol 
qamareataart Prayogachodanabhavat, because there would be no injunction 
of actions (if words denoted communities.) PARAR Arthaikatvam, the denotation 


ai PADA, TX ADHTRARAWA, M 18 81, 


Ok words must be one only. afiwa Avibhagat, because the class is never 
found apart from the individual, 

30. [Words must denote individuals] because other- 
wise, there could be no injunction of actions; [they cannot 
denote both community and individual] because words can 
have only one denotation ; and also because the community is 
never found apart from the individuals (there is no necessity 
for its separate denotation).—30.” 

COMMENTARY. ey | 
We have seen that the word used in the Veda, and the thing denoted 
by it as used therein are the same as those in ordinary parlance ; the next 
question that presents itself for consideration is as to the exact denotation ’ 
of words; as until we know this we cannot grasp the real sense of Vedic in- 
junctions, The question is :--Does the word denote the individual or the | 
community ?—i.e., when we use the word ‘cow’ do we mean an individual 
cow, or the whole community or genus ‘cow’ ? 
The Pdrvapaksa view embodied in the sûtra is as follows :—“ In the 
Veda we meet with such injunctions as ‘offer the goat in sacrifice ;’ now 
it is clear that what is meant tobe sacrificed must be a single goat and not 
the whole community ; because what is offered in sacrifice must be perish- 
able, while the community is something that never perishes ; if words 
denoted communities no Vedic injunctions would have any meaning ; hence 
we conclude that words denote individuals. We cannot accept the view 
that words denote individuals as well as communities,-—that is, in the case 
of passages where the denotation of the community would be compatible we 
will take that as denoted by the word; and other cases we shall take 
the indvidual as denoted ; this view we cannot accept ; because it has been 
proved that a word can have one and only one denotation ; as otherwise 
the meanings of words would always remain vague and indefinite. ‘Then 
as regards the idea of community that we have, this is easily explained :-— 
the community is never found apart from the individuals that constitute 
it; hence whenever the individual would be denoted by the word, the 
community would be indirectly indicated as its inseparable concomitant.” 


és 
ARRAT” 32 N 
ƏL. “Also because [in case communities were denot- 
ed by words] there would he no word expressive of the 
properties of an object.” —31, 


eth oA a 


__ PORVA-MINAUSA-SOPRAS, 1 ADIYAY 


| COMMENTARY, EN AO R | 
“TE the word ‘cow’ denoted the community cow, we could not have 
any words expressive of the properties of cows ; because all properties 
pertain to individuals, how could we have any such expression as the white 
cow? The community cow is certainly not white, Nor again could we 
have any numerals in Connection with nouns: how eould we speak of 
i twenty cows, when the community cow is one only ? There are no propertios 
| that could be spoken of as belonging to the entire community. For this 
reason also, it ig necessary to admit that words denote individuals.” 


= The Vartika does not accept this interpretation given in the Bhasya, 
of sûtra 3l; on the ground that it is too far-fetched, the word ‘drawya’ 
being taken in the sense of ‘d ravyé-sraya,’—-and cannot be got at directly 
from the words of the sûtra. According to the Vartika, the satra should 
be translated and explained in the following manner :— } 
‘Also because [if words denoted communities}, there 
would be no denotation, by words, of any individual sub- 
stances j= l 
and the inevitable result of this would be that there would bo a vast 
divergence between the noun and its ad jective; that is to say, if the word 
“cow’ denoted the community cow, it could never denote any individual 
"substance, in the shape of a particular cow : and as all properties belong 
to individuals ouly—and never to any entire class—no adjectives, which 
denote properties, could ever be co-ordinated with, or applied to, the 
word ‘cow. Ay 


voy 


“gaT” WW BR 


32, “Also because we find the word ‘another’ used 
[in connection with nouns].”—32. 
i COMMENTARY, 

“ Another reason is put forward against the theory that it is the 
community that is denoted by words.’ In the Veda we meet with such 
assertions as ‘if one animal should run away, another animal should be 
got;’ now, if the word ‘animal’ denoted the community ‘animal,’ there 
would be only one animal, all animals being included in that community ; 
and hence no such expression would be possible as “another animal K 
this would involve a contradiction in terms.” 


This sûtra is omitted by the Vartika, 


w 2 w 
Prartena Kriyarthatvat, be- ty 


| aes ine he comm a Tu, but, 
cause it serves the per pose of ne Ni 
ae (TE is the community that | is denoted by anda n 
because it is the community that serves ‘the purpose of ac- | 
tions.—~33, : Ne) 
| COMMENTARY. i 

Ta wiewbat such Vedic injunctions as ‘Syenachitam aioli al ‘the 
kite-altar should be built ’--we must take the word to be denotative 
of the community that includes a number of specific individuals ; 
that is to say, in the injunction quoted, it could not be meant that the i 
altar should be built in the form of any particular individual kite; 
if it meant that, then no altar could be built by people who had not Beo 
that particular kite; the injunction must mean that the altar to be 
erected should be oe that shape which forms the common feature of all 
individual kites---that is, the word ‘kite’? must signify that commona- 
lity or community in which all kites are included. Similarly in ordinary. 
parlance, when a man, is told. to ‘bring a cow,’ he does not bring 
any particular cow; he brings in any animal that is found to possess 
those characters that are common to all cows. F urther, if distinct indi- 
viduals were denoted by the word,—the denotation of the word would 
become as diverse and mad eio as there are individuals ; each 
individual is bound to lave some feature or features that are not i 
in any other individual; if it were not s0, 1t would not be an individual, 
Consequently the deri: ee of a word if pertaining to individuals, would 
be as infinite in number as there ave individuals; that i is, the denotation 
of the word ‘cow’ would not consist of the one community including 
all cows, but of the infinite number of individual cows of the past, the 
present and the future. Then again, as each individual cow would be 
possessed of many qualities distinet from those possessed by the others, 
the connotation of the word also would be diverse. All this would create 
a great deal of confusion. If, on the other hand, no individual cow is 
denoted by the word, but it signifies the Pae community, then when- 
ever a person would be asked to ‘ bring a cow,’ though he would compre- 
hend the word as signifying the entire community of ‘cows,’ yet what 
he would bring would not be this co immunity,- there would be no such 
absurdity, —he would naturally bring that individual of the community 
which would be available to him. The propriety of bringing the indivi- 
dual, and not the care community, being indicated, by the proximity 


a cn eerie 
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APA OEE EAEI Isat -- 


“of the word Mone? Which could never be taken as  applyi 
4 community, - 


both Vedie and profane--of actions can apply. Specially because all 
individual objects being ephemeral, if the words-~-specially of the Veda-~ 
were to denote individuals, the relationship of the word to its. denotation 
| could never be regarded as eternal— ; thus the entire fabric of Mimamsé 
| would fall to the ground. 
The practical purpose beled by this adhikarana fied in regard to 
bios cases. where we have a conflict between a rule and its exceptions, 


as general; and if no rule can be regarded as general—-a Beane 
rendered necessary under the view that all words denote specific indivi- 
duals only-—then, there would be no justification for rejecting it in favour 
of a special rule. 
(The Vartika gives bere a full discussion of the various theories in 
regard to the denotation of words). 


“a frar ena” gta q—“aorieat fara TER” 
ee Sa ae 
aiena mienia: nelarayn 


a Na, no. fia Kriyâ, action, eara Syat, would be. aie aq Iti chet, if this 


is urged. watak Arthdntare, perrtaining to another thing, fran Vidhanam, 
injunction, a Na, no gae Dravyam, substances (properties), ge Sa Iti chet, 
if this is urged aeie Tadarthatvat, because words denote communities (and 
indicate through these the individuals forming the communities.) dare Prayo- 
gasya, of action. ‘fate: Avibhagah, no dissociation or disjunction. 

34. If it be urged that--[if words denoted communi- 
ties|—(a) “ there could be no action [according to injune- 
tions] ”-—and also that, “ (b) there could be no ‘injunction 
of ‘another thing’; and (e) there would be signification of 
substances (and their properties) °” —34. __ 

85. [The reply is]}—because words denote communi- 
ties [and through these indicate indirectly also the individuals 
forming the communities,] there would be no dissociation [of 
individuals] from action [laid down by injunetions].—35. 


This shows that it is the community alone to ‘high all i 


_It is only when words denote communities that any rule can be regarded - 


4 


3 tt ben urged i in 1 stra 30, 31, and 32, Wael 
le view te Wiel denote comm i 
and Aa in fara 35. The ata tions are seth ot 


ed as alk actions, i in pe 


i (SAtra 30). 


thing, if one thing is pooli uh the word denoted the community as a 
whole, there could be no ‘one’ or ‘ ‘another.’ (Sdtra 32). 


le) “ No siguification of subatanioey! with. properties would be possi- | 


ble.” —(Satra 31). 
The answer given in Sutra 35 j is as Folio | i 


(a) Though it is true that what is di rectly kanie by. de, Wrot is n 
the community, yet the relation between thecommunity and its constituent my 
individuals is so close and inseparable that one will always imply the. 
other; hence in the case of all injunctions, though the words would 
actually directly denote the conuuunity, they would indirectly indicate 
their invariable correlatives, the individuals also; and the reason for this 


indirect indication, wand our acceptance of it in preference to the direct 


nities, are recapitulated in Sitra 34 


(b) We find Vedie i in toobions layin Wadi the use. of another 
j 8 


denotation —would lie in tho very fact that the opponent urges: it is 


„only with reference to individual things that actions can be performed ; 

hence it becomes necessary to accept the words as indicating the indivi- 
duals, As this would explain all that is necessary in regard to injune- 
tion and actions, we find no justification for denying the primary position 
that in its ultimate denotation, the word denotes the community, -and 


accepting the other view that words denote individuals, in face of the — 


many inseparable objections urged above. 

(b) Even though there cau be no ‘one’ and ‘another’ in re gard 
to the community, these would be quite compatible with the individuals: : 
and as we admit these latter to be indirectly indicated by the words, the 
objection loses all its force. 


(c) Similarly, for the adjectives denoting properties: even though 
these may not apply to the community, they could pertain to the indivi- 
duals. 


Thus we conclude even though words must be regarded as denoting 
eonimunities-—in view of reasons shown above,—they would also indi- 


cate the individuals, as inseparable from the communities; and in this 
13 on bine 


;  PÛRVA-MĪMAMSA-SÛTRAS. rapavaya, — * L 


way it would be always possible to connect or associate en joined actions 
with individual things; this is what is meant by the sentence—' ‘there 
would be no dissociation.’ 


According to Prabhakara, as according to the Bh4sya, the ground 
of doubt as to the real meaning of a word, is that words have no denota- 
tions apart from injunctive sentences, and injunctive sentences always 
refer to individuals ; whereas for several reasons (detailed abov.) it does 
not appear right to accept the view that words denote individuals. Because 
words have no denetations apart from injunctive sentences, Prabhakara 
bases his argument in favour of the view that words denote communities, 
entirely upon such injunctions as ‘ syenachitam, &c.,’ where it is impossible 
for the word to denote any individual. 

Kumirila, on the other hand, not admitting the view that.words have 
no meaning apart from injunctive sentences, makes the ground of doubt 
consist in. the fact that, though by means of words we actually comprehend 
‘communities, Grammar indicates the plausibility of the view that it is 
the individual that is denoted by words. And, not depending upon 
injunctive sentences alone, he has put forward many other arguments in 
fayour of the orthodox view that words denote communities. 


Fourta Papa. 
TREATING OF THE NAMES OF SACRIFICES. 
Adhikarana I.—Words like ‘Udbhid’ are names of sacrifices, 
SUTRA 1. 4. 1-2, 


‘cog amaaa, aeai eq” nee ew 


wea Uktam, has been explained. aartaradeqvae Samannayaidamarthyam, 
‘the part of the Veda pertaining to actions. aem Tasmat, therefore. aaa 
Sarvam, the whole of it, aaa Tadartham, for that purpose. ema Syat, 
‘should be. 
1. “It has been explained that the Veda pertains: to 
[helps in the performance of] actions ; therefore the whole 
-of it should be taken as serving that purpose.”---1, 
COMMENTARY, 
- In the Veda we meet with many such words as ‘Udbhid, ’ *Ohitra’ 
‘ Agnihotra’ and 30 on—which do not appear to be either injunctions, or 
arthavadas or mantras. With regard to these, there arises a doubt as to 


Nex 


whether these aik ie down certain accessory details in connection with — i 
sacrifices,—or they. are only the names of particular sacrifices. 


On this question, the Parvapaksa as embodied in aiia a is as 
follows :—“ The conclusion arrived at in the. foregoing sections of the: 
stra is that the Veda always lays down something that is directly or. 
indirectly conducive to the accomplishment of actions ; for instance, the 
injunctions lay down actions not known otherwise ; the arthavadas praise: 
certain things in connection with actions laid down by the injunctions, and: 
thereby serve to prompt men to perform those actions; the mantras 
indicate certain details—principally the deity—connected with the sacri- 
ficial action; thus it follows that. the entire Veda should be regarded as 
laying down things connected with some sort of sacrificial performances, 
From all this we conclude that the words under discussion, as forming 
part of the Veda, are expressive of things connected with sacrifical perfor-. 
mances; such being the case, we cannot take them as arthavadas, because 
they are not found to be subservient to any injunctions; nor are they found. 
to have the character of mantras; cousequently, they must be taken as 
enjoining certain materials to be offered at sacrifices; that is to say, the 
word ‘udbhid’ means etymologically, ` that which cuts, i.e., the axe, or 
any such cutting instrument ; the meaning of the sentence thus will be that 
fone should perform the sacrifice in which a cutting instrument is to be 
offered ;’ and similarly, in the case of all such words, we could find some 
such etymological meaning, by which it would denote some sort jeg a 
material substance that could be offered at sacrifices.” 


BY I ATs ena AgeTak A 


fq ar Api Va, but, arya Namadheyam, aname. ma, Syat, must be, 
aa Yat, which, geit Utpattau, when met with for the first time. sgåą 
Aptarvam, appears to be new, fe., is not recognised as denoting anything already 
known, mwanana Avidhayakatvat, because it cannot be injunctive. 


2. But that which, at the very outset, is not recog- 
nised as denoting anything already known, must be a 
name ; because it cannot be injunctive [of any thing].—2. 

COMMENTARY, 

When we come across such a word as ‘udbhid,’ for instance, in the 
sentence ‘udbhidé yajeta,’ we do not at first recognise it as denoting 
anything that is known to us; it is only when we come to look into the 
etymology of the word that we find that it may denote a cutting instru- 
ment; thus inasmuch as the word is not readily recognised as having 


‘such meaning, it cannot be taken as laying down a material, the significa- 
tion whereof by the word is got at with great difficulty; and it is much 
“more reasonable to take it as a name. Or (according to another interpre- 

tation of the sitra proposed by Kumarila) the word must be taken as the 
name of that sacrifice which is found to be mentioned in the same sentence 
at as accomplishing a transcendental result ;—in the case of ‘udbhid, the 
_ sacrifice whose performance is declared to accomplish the transcendental 
result which would bring cattle. 
The reason why the word should be regarded as a name is—because 
it cannot be injunctive of anything; that is to say, it is not capable of en- 
| | joining a material., Because if, in the sentence in question, ‘ udbhida yajeta 
_padukamah,’ the word ‘udbhid’ were to lay down a material to be offered, 
it would lay this down,-—either with reference to the result, the meaning 
being that ‘one should seek to acquire cattle by means of the cutting instru- 
“ment,’-—or with regard to the sacrifice, the meaning being that ‘ one should 
- accomplish the sacrifice by means of the cutting instrument, — or with 
reference to both, the sense being that ‘one should acquire cattle by. 
means of the offering of the cutting instrument in sacrifice? Now, by the 
first of these, it would appear as if the cattle were to be acquired directly 
by means of the instrument, without the making of any offering at all ;—- 
by the second, the mention of the result would have no connection with 
the sentence; under the third, the word ‘udbhid&’ in the instrumental, 
would have to be taken as equalifying the word ‘yAgena,’ implied in the 
verb * yajeta ;’ and thus ‘udbbida’ will have to be taken as standing for 

‘udbhidvata,’ ‘that which has the udbhid for its material, =-thus involv- 

ing the undesirable contingency of making a word renounce its direct 

meaning and taking an indirect one,—a contingency permitted only in cases 
where no other interpretation is available ; while, in the present case, the 
word can be taken as the name of a sacrifice, which obviates the necessity 
of having recourse to indirect or forced interpretation. 

Thus then, inasmuch as the word cannot enjoin a material, it 
must be taken as the name of a sacrifice. 


? 


The above is the interpretation of the sfitras 1 and 2, according to 

the Bhasya, by which both sftras form one adhikarana, the first being 

Y taken as the Pûrvapakşa and the second as the Siddhânta. Kumârila 
| takes exception to this interpretation, ou the ground that the present 
adhyâya being devoted to the subject of the Means of knowing Dharma, 

' the opening adhikarana of the pada must bear directly upon that subject ; 

and also on the ground that there is nothing in the first sûtra that is not 


perfectly. compatible with the Siddhanta standpoint, in view of which it 
could be taken as embodying the Parvapaksa. By Kumafrila’s interpreta- 
tion the first sûtra represents an entirely distinct adhikarana, which may | 


m 


be expanded as follows :— 
_ In regard to such words as ‘udbhid’ as occurring in the Veda, there 
arises a question—as these are neither injunctions, nor arthavadas, nor 


< mantras, can they be regarded as having any bearing upon Dharma? Tho 


Pûrvapakşa view is that “inasmuch as these words have no connec- 
tion with the performance of actions, they can have no bearing upon 
dharma.” -The Siddhanta is—Tt has already been explained that the Veda 
bears directly upon the performance of actions ; hence the whole of it (inelud- 
ing the words under discussion) must be accepted as serving that purpose. 
(Satra 1.) 

It having been established that as forming part of the Veda, the 
words in question must be taken as bearing upon dharma, the next 
question that naturally arises is—-What bearing have they ? In what way 


do they help our knowledge of dharma? And it is on this question 


that we have the next adhikarana, represented by sfitra 2. The Pûrva- 
paksa has to be supplied from without,—its sense being that “the words in 
question must be taken as laying down materials for the sacrifices ; because 
such meaning of the word as could be got at through its diyn is 
apt to be accepted and recognised by all men; and also because being 
thus taken, the word would serve the distinctly useful purpose of pointing 
out the material to be offered,—a point on which the rest of the sentence ` 
affords no information.” 

The Siddhanta is embodied in sfitra 2, as explained in accoradnee 
with the Bhâsya. 


According to Prabhakara who accepts the interpretation as given by. 
the Bhasya, the pûrvapakşa view is that the word ‘ udbhid ’ lays down the 
cutting instrument as a material to be offered at some unknown sacrifice ; 
while according to the Pirvapaksa as put forth by Kumarila, it is in con- 
nection with the well known Jyotistoma sacrifice that the word lays down 
the material. 


Adhikarana II,—‘ Chitra, &c., are names of Sacrifices. 
SUTRA 1, 4.8. 


ess aie: qnas RART: UVIZI RU 


afaa Yasmin, that (word) in which. garda: Gunopadesah, mention of 


aécessories. maraa: Pradhanatah, with the principa factor: ahr Abhi- 
saąambandhah, is related, 

8. That word which [if taken as an. eae: 
would mention more than one accessory must be taken as 
related to the principal factor [i.e., the action mentioned in 


‘the sentence ],—3. 


COMMENTARY. 

‘The ne ee adhikarana dealt with such words as had no meaning of 
their own; and whose meaning had to be deduced from their etymology. 
' The present adhikarana deals with those words which have a well-recognised 
meaning of their own ; for instance, the word ‘chitra’ as occurring in the 
sentence ‘chitrayd yayeta pasukimah ;’ with regard to this word, there 
arises the question—is the word ‘chitré’ here to be taken as laying down 
the female animal of variegated colour (which is what the word actually 
signifies)? Or is it to be regarded as the name of the sacrifice mentioned 

by the word ‘yajeta’ ? 

~The Parvapaksa view is that—‘the word must be taken in its 

ordinary sense, the meaning of the sentence heing-—-‘one should perform 
a sacrifice with an animal which is female, and of variegated colour ; that is 

to say ‘the animal sacrificed for the Agnisomiya offering, should be a female 

and of variegated colour,’—there being no justification for abandoning the 
natural meaning of the word, so long asit is found to be compatible 
‘with the context.” 

The Siddhanta view put forward in the sûtra is as follows :—In all 
cases where a word, if taken as laying down accessories, is found to men- 
tion more than one accessory detail, it is not right to take it as such an in- 
junction of accessories; because this would rise to a syntactical split ; for 
instance, in the case of the word “chitra,’ if we take it in the way suggested 
in the Parvapaksa, it would lay down three factors—(1) the animal, (2) its 
female sex and (3) its variegated colour: and the right construction of the 
sentence: would be—' The sacrifice should be performed with an animal, 
-this animal should be a female,—and this animal should be of variegated 
colour ;'——thus a single sentence being split up into three sentences, ‘a split’ 
permissible only when the sentence admits of no other construction. In the 
sentence’in question, we haye a simpler construction available :—the word 
‘ chitra’ may be taken as “ related to the principal factor ’” of the sentence, 
—wiz., the sacrifice denoted by the root in the word ‘ yajeta;’ and the only - 
way in which it can be so related is to. take it as the name of the sacri- 
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Adhikarana IIT. Haidar oe Agnihotra ” is tho 
TE “name of @ Sacrifice. KONAN 
O SUTRA 4 4 | 
CAS GG Eze Lcis KOLGE Le di MEK a DK S ER: 
amana. l'atprakhyam, sich aitiny of that, a Cha, and. samaa, Anyadas- 
tram, other sentences, 
4, There are other sentences injunctive of that acces- 
sory.—-4. 
: COMMENTARY. i 
Adhikarana I dealt with words whose etymological signification point- 
ed to the sacrificial material only indirectly ; that is to say, ‘udbhidé’ liad to 
be taken by the Parvapakga as standing for ‘udbhidvata,’ before it could 
be taken as laying down the material for the sacrifice ; and this contigency 
formed the chief reason for rejecting the Parvapakga. ‘The present adhi- 
karana deals with those words whose etymological signification points. to. a 
sacrificial accessory directly, for instance, the word ‘ agnihotra,’ as occurring 
in the sentence ‘agnihotrena jubuyat svargakimah,’ signifies etymologically, — 
that in which the offering is made to Agni and as such can be taken as 
laying down Agni as the deity of the sacrifice ; and as this does not neges- 
sitato recourse to indirect indication, there arises the question as: to 
whether words like these are to be taken as names of sacrifices, ‘or as lay- 
ing down accessory details in connection with the sacrifices. 
Tho Parvapakga view is as follows :-—‘ The word ‘agnihotra’ direct- 
ly signifies that in which (‘yasmin’) the offering (botram) is made to Agni 
(‘agnaye’); and as such there can be no objection to its being taken as lay- 
ing down Agni as the deity of the sacrifice ; specially as in connection with 
the particular sacrifice herein referred to there are many minor sacrifices 
whose deity is nowhere mentioned ; consequently, the word, when taken as 
laying down the deity, supplies a distinet need. AERES 
The Siddhinta view, embodied in the sûtra, may be summed up as 
follows ;—Inasmuch as in connection with the sacrifice in question: we find 
other sentences laying down all necessary accessories, an enjoining of these 
-by another word would be entirely superfluous. For instance, the mantra 
‘Agnirjyotih, &c.,’ distinctly points to Agni as the deity of the sacrifice, what 
need then is there of that same deity being mentioned by the word ‘agni- 
hotra ?’ Consequently, the conclusion is that the word must be taken as 
‘the name of the sacrifice; specially as the connection of the deity Agni 
with the offering having been established by the aforesaid mantra, and 
in accordance with this, people being actually found to take up the 


_ performance of that sacrifice, the word ‘ agnihotra’ canhnt hi be Waken. 
as merely referring to, and being descriptive of, that same sacrifice, 


Adhikarana IV —Tadvyapadesanydya’: “ Syena” and 
such other words are names of sacrifices. — 
SOTRA 1, 4.5. 
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5, That also [should be taken as name] which points 
tọ a similarity [between the sacrifice and the accessory that 
it would indicate.]—6, 
Pie COMMENTARY, 

_ Adhikarana Il has dealt with these words which, though capable of 
being taken directly as Jaying down accessory details, give rise to needless 
syntactical splits; the present adhikarana takes up the case of those words 
whose direct signification points to things that can be used as materials of 
offering, &e., and which, when taken in this sense, donot occasion any 
syntactical aptit, For instance, the word ‘Syena’ in the sentence ‘ Syenena 
yajeta’ may be taken in its direct signification of the kite-bird ; ; and this 
word is quite capable of being used as the material to be offered at the 
sacrifice ; the meaning of the sentence being ‘one should make an offering 
of the kite-bird.’ This‘is the Pirvapaksa view. 

The Siddhanta put forth in the stra is that, the word must be taken 
as the name of the sacrifice, as is clearly implied by another Vedic text 
in connection with the sacrifice; this other text says ‘ just as the kite-bird 
falls upon its prey, so does this sacrifice fall upon his enemy ;’ this implies 
that there is a similarity between the kite-bird and the sacrifice, which, on 
_ that account, may be taken as having, ‘Syena’ for its name. If, in the 
sentence in question, the word ‘Syena’ meant the kite-bird itself, then 
this other text would be describing a similarity of the kite-bird to itself, 
which would be absurd. 

And further, as in the case of ‘udbhida,’ it has been shown. that 
before the word could be taken as laying down the sacrificial material, 
it would be necessary to regard it as equivalent to ‘udbhidyata’ so, in 
the same manner, in the case of the word ‘Syenena,’ before it can be taken 
as laying down a material, it will be necessary to take it as equivalent to 
‘Syenavata ;’ as without this, the word ‘Syenena’ in its original form 
could not be construed with ‘Yagena.’ This undesirable OF RRP is 
opviated by taking the word as the name of the sacrifice. 


i Adhikarana ‘ie Vajapeya,’ etc., are names of Sacrifices, 


SUTRAS 1. 4. 6—8. 


oa D yuga: ang Parag” ——2fe aq. ue u 
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arty Namadheye, in the case of what appears as a name, wapgw: Guna- 
sruteh, because there is a mention of an accessory. ara Syat, should be. 
Braa Vidhanam, an injunction. gf& Wa Iti chet, if this be urged. (6) gement 
Tulyatvat, on account of becoming similar, fast: Kriyayoh, of the two actions. 
a Na, this cannot be (7). ° l 
6. “In the case of what appears to be a name, inas- 
much as there is distinct mention of an accessory, it should 
be taken as the injunction [of that accessory] ”—if this is. 
urged —6. 
T. This. cannot be; because in that case the two 
actions would become similar.—?7. 
COMMENTARY. i í 
The opponent reiterates his position with regard to all those words 
that are taken as names. “In the case of all words that you take as names” 
—says the Parvapaksin —" when we find a distinct mention of the material 
or other accessories, we cannot but regard them as injunctions of such acces- 
sories ; and there could be no reason for taking them as names of sacrifices, 
Ror instance, in the case of the word ‘ Vajapeya,’ as occurring in the sen- 
tence ‘ Vajapeyena svirdjyakamo yajeta,’ we find that the word distinetly 
mentions a material, in the shape of the juice or extract (* peya’) of food- 
grains (‘vaja’); and so we must take it as laying down this grain-juice » 
us the material to be employed at the sacrifice performed for acquiring the 


_ Kingdom of Heaven ; consequently the words cannot be taken as @ name.” 


This is the Parvapaksa embodied in sûtra 1. 4,6. The Siddhanta, 
in reply to this, is put forth in stra 1.4.7. If the sacrifice mentioned in 
the sentence in question had for its material the grain-juice, as held hy the 
Parvapaksa, it would be a sacrifice of the ‘ Isti’ class; and thereby come 
to have its procedure exactly similar to that of the Darda-parnamasa, which 
is the archetype of all grain-sacrifices ; which would be an absurdity ; as 
the procedure of the sacrifice is that of the Jyotistoma, which is the arche- 
type of the ‘Saumika ’ class. For this reason, the word ‘ Vajapeya’ can- 
not be taken as laying down the grain-juice as the material for the sacri- 
fice ; it must be taken as the name of the sacrifice performed in accordance 
with the procedure of the Jyotistoma, with a view to acquire the Kingdom 


of Heaven. 
i4 


PORVA-MIMAMSA-SUTRAS. I ADHYA YA. 
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Paa Aikagabdye, in that which is expressed by a single word quire 
Pararthavat, there would be mutually contradictory characters, 


8. That which is signified by a single word would 


“come to have contradictory characters.—8, 
| COMMENTARY. 

In case the word ‘Vajapeya’ signified the grain-juice as the 
material, then the sentence ‘ VAjapeyena svarijyak&mo yajeta’ would 
have to be construed as follows—(a) ‘one should obtain the sovereignty 
of heaven by means of the sacrifice, and (b) the sacrifice should be accom- 
plished by means of the grain-juice ;’ and thus the sacrifice, though 
signified by the single word ‘yajeta, would have the character of an 
instrument with regard to the sovereignty of heaven, and the character 
of the object to be accomplished, in regard to the grain-juice; but as a 
matter of fact, it is possible for one and the same thing to have, at one 
and the same time, the mutually contradictory characters of the instru- 
ment and the object; so we conclude that the word ‘ VAajapeya’ does 
not lay down the material, grain-juice; and that it must be taken as 
the name of a sacrifice. 


. A . . 
Adhikarana V I-— Agneya’ is not the name of a sacrifice. 
SUTRA 1. 4. 9, ii 


aama Aida Romaani, a Ja 
AEren 


agaa: Tad-gunah, that and its accessories. g Tu, but, fa Vidhiye- 
ran, should be enjoined, maana Avibhagat, because there is combination, 
finari Vidhanarthe, in regard to the object of injunction, Na, not, ®@ Chet, 
if. waa Anyena, by another. fet: Sistah, laid down, 

9, The sacrifice as well as its accessories should be en- 
joined [by the word],—because there is a combination of all 
factors of the injunction ;—specially if they are not laid 
down by any other word.—9. 

COMMENTARY. 
The general character and function of names having been pointed 
out in the foregoing sûtras, with the present sfitra begins the considera- 
tion of certain exceptions to the principles laid down, 
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IV PADA, VI ADHIKARANA, Så. 1. 4. 9. 


In connection with the word ‘Agneyah,’ as appearing in the sen- 
tence--‘ Yadagneyo’ stakapdlo’ mivasyay4m, etc.,’—the question arises :-— 
Ts it the name ofa sacrifice? Or, does it lay down certain accessory 
details of a sacrifice ? 

The Parvapaksa view is as follows:—-‘‘The word must be taken as 
the name of the sacrifice at which the cake baked on eight pans is to be 
offered ; it cannot be taken as laying down accessories; because all the 
necessary accessories are got at by other means: for instance, the Deity 
is mentioned by the mantras, and the material in the form of the cake, 
is mentioned by the word ‘ AstakapAla’ itself, as it is only a cake that 
can be baked on pans. Nor can-the word lay down the sacrifice itself ; as 
the sacrifice also is already indicated by the mention of the cake as baked 
upon eight pans; as it is only for being offered to a deity that at cake 
can be so baked, Thus not being capable of being taken as laying down 
either the sacrifice or its accessories the word ‘Agneya’ must. be taken 
as the name of the sacrifice at which the cake is offered to the deity 
Agni mentioned by the mantras. The word cannot be taken as laying 
down materials, ag that would involve a syntactical split, as urged by the 
Siddhfnti himself in the foregoing Adhikaranas.”’ 

The Siddhanta view embodied in the sfitrais as follows :—When the 
sacrifice and its accessories are not found to be laid down by any other 
word, they must be taken as enjoined by the word in question ; specially 
because the word ‘Agneyah,’ alone implies all the necessary factors of the 
injunction. 

It has been asserted in the Parvapaksa that the sacrifice and its 
accessories are already got at by means of the other words of the sentence. 
This is not true : (1) As regards the sacrifice itself, the mere mention of the 
cake as baked upon eight pans does not necessarily indicate any sacrifice to 
a deity ; because there is nothing to establish any such relationship between 
the cake mentioned in this sentence and the deities indicated by other man- 
tras; that is to say, the mere mention of the ‘cake baked on eight pans’ 
does not point to any action of the human agent, during the performance 
of which action those mantras would be recited which would recall any 
deities to his mind. The mantra also—‘Agnirmardha divah, ete.,’ does 
not mention any action at all ; hence this also cannot point to any relation- ` 
ship between the cake and the deity Agni spoken of in this mantra. (2) 
Asregards the sacrificial material, this also is not laid down by any other 
word of the sentence in question; because it is only after the sacrifice 
has been mentioned that anything spoken of in the sentence can be 
taken as the material for that sacrifice; we have seen that the sacrifice: 
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is not mentioned by any other words; therefore we must conclude 
that the. fact of the cake being the sacrificial material is also not 
montioned by any other part of the sentence. (3) Lastly, the deity 
also cannot be taken as indicated by the other words of the sentence. 
There are only three ways of mentioning the deity to whom a certain 
material is to be offered—(a) by means of a nominal affix, eg, the 
affix ‘an’ in the word ‘aindram’ in the sentence ‘aindram charum i 
shows that the charu is dédicated to Indra; (b) by means of the dative 
‘ending—e.g., the ending in the word ‘ Vignave’ in the sentence, * Visnave 
dvadadakapélam,’ shows that the cake is ‘to be offered to Visna; and 
(6) by certain significant words of mantras—e.g., the word ‘Stryah’ 
‘in the mantra ‘ Suryojyotih, etc.’ shows that the morning libation is to be 
offered to Sarya; and among these three the one that follows is always of 
less authority than that which precedes; hence so long as we can get at 
adeity mentioned by the nominal affix, we cannot accept that which 
is indicated by any words of mantras; that is to say, in the case in ques- | 
tion, inasmuch as the fact of Agni being the deity is expressed by the | 
nominal affix ‘dhak’ in the word ‘ Agneyah, we canyot seek for the 
required deity in the words of the mantra ‘Agnirmardha, ete.’ | 
Under the circumstances, the inevitable conclusion is that it is the | 
word ‘igneyah’ that denotes the connection between the cake and Agni ; 
aud it is ‘by virtue of this relationship that the sacrifice also comes tobe | 
denoted. ‘Thus the word ‘ Agneyah' must be taken—(1) as pointing out | 
the deity, by means of the basic noun ‘Agni,’ (2) as indicating the fact 
of the cake to be offered to Agni, by means of the afix ‘dhak;’ and (3) as 
expressing the sacrifice, by reason of the fact that, the cake cannot become 
‘Agneya,’ until it is offered to Agni—and this offering constitutes the 
sacrifice. 
Thus all the factors, the sacrifice and its accessories in the form 
of the deity and the material, are pointed out by the word ‘ Agneyah '; 
and as all these factors of the injunction are mingled together, there is no 
syntactical split at all. i 


- Adhikarana VII.—Such words as ‘ Varhih’ and the like 
; denote the genus. 
SUTRA 1. 4. 10. 


ER MAARA: A ggo 


aftusaay: Varhirajyayoh, of the grass and the butter. mák Asams- 
kare, even when no consecration has been made. agregar Sabdalabhat, 


“because the words are applied. massaz: Atachcbhabdah, the words cannot be 
regarded as applicable (to consecrated grass and butter only.) a 
f 10. Because the words ‘ varhih’ [grass] and ‘ajya’ 
_ [butter] are found to be applied to unconsecrated grass and 
butter, the words cannot be regarded as applicable only to 
consecrated grass and butter.—10. KAN 
i COMMENTARY. 

In connection with names we proceed to consider the significations 
_ of the names of materials. In regard to such names as ‘ varhih’ (grass), 
* 4jya’ (butter) and ‘ purodisa’ (cake), there arises the question--Do these 
words apply respectively to only such grass, butter and cake, as have been 
consecrated for sacrificial purposes, or to all grass, butter and cake in 
general? Though the sûtra mentions only the ‘varhih’ and the ‘Ajya,’ 
the Bhasya has added the ‘ purodida’ also. i 

The Parvapaksa view is that—“ according to sdtra 1. 3. 9, the words 
in question must be taken to be used by sacrificers, in the sense of the 
consecrated or sacrificial materials only,” tee 

The Siddhanta is that it is a well-recognized fact that the words _ 
found in the Veda are the same as those used in ordinary parlance and 
their significations also are the same in both eases (sAtra 1. 3. 30); and as 
it’ has been proved under sûtra 1. 3. 30 that all words denote communities 
and not individuals, we must take the words in question to be denotative 
of grass, butter and cake in general. Such being the case, there can 
be no justification for restricting these significations:to only such of these 
things as have undergone a process of consecration. 


Adhikaranas VIII and IX-—The names ' Proksani’ (VIII) and 
‘Nérmanthya’ (IX) must be taken in their literal signification. 
SUTRA 1. 4. Li and 12. 


grays Wei sr een. 
aan a AAA WR VALU 


Srqute Proksavisu, in the case of the Proksanf (washing water). agaia 
Arthasamyogat, because the literal signification is applicable. amr Tatha, so, 
s Cha, also. fae Nirmanthye, in the case of the Nirmantha (fire produced 
by friction.) 

11. Because in the case of the ‘ washing water,’ the 
literal signification of the word ‘ prokgan: ’ is applicable [the 


word must be taken in its literal sense].—11. 


hid 
Py 
Ki 


Cai! 


POR VA- MIMAMSA-SÛTRAS. T ADA vay Site One, 


12. And ‘so also in the case of’ the ‘ fire produced by 
friction’ [the word ‘nirmanthya’ should be taken in its 


literal sense].—12. 
COMMENTARY. 
In regard to the name ‘proksani’ as applied to the water, the ques- 


» tion arises as to whether the word has its denotation: conventinally res- 


tricted to water? Or it has to be taken‘in its literal sense of that with 
which things are washed ? 

The Pairvapaksa is that-—‘‘the conventional meaning of the word 
being most direct and easily known, we can have no justification for 
taking the name ‘ proksani’ as denoting that with which things are 
washed,” 

The Siddhanta is that, it is true that the conventional denotation 
is most authoritative, but in cases where we find the literal signification 
quite compatible with the conventional signification, we can have no 
reason for rejecting this latter; for instance, in the case in question, we 
find that the literal meaning of the word ‘ prokgant’—~‘ that by which, 
things are washed’—is quite applicable to the water ; consequently we 
must take the name as used its literal sense; this view having the 
advantage that the scope of the word-denotation is extended to all those 
liquids with which things ean be properly washed, and not restricted to 
water only. 

Similarly in regard to the name ‘Nirmanthya,’ though it appears 
to be used in the sense of consecrated fire, yet it cannot be taken in its 
literal sense of fire produced by friction ; the advantage of this view being 
that it is only when we take the word thus that we can do the baking with 
fire produced by friction at the time of the baking, and not by any. 
ordinary fire produced at any other time. 


Adhikarana X—The word ‘ Vaisvadeva’ is the 
name of a sacrifice. 
SUTRAS 1. 4, 13 and 14. 


ath Geer HAL 
am sad saaana, a fe satus 
SJET Il 22 N 


; Q Vaisvadeve, in the case of the word ‘ Vaigvadeva.’ faeney: Vikalpah, 
there is option. g@ g Iti chet, if this is urged. q ar Na va, not so, gaycura 


IV PADA, 


Pre ath 


Prakaranat, because of the context. waraga Pratyaksavidhanat, breause 


of direct injunction. Cha, also. = Na, there is not. f Hi, because, cn 


Prakaranam, context, geaea Dravyasya, of the thing, 
13. Ifit be urged that “in the case of the word 

‘ Vaisvadeva,’ there is an option.’—13. 

14. This is not so; because of context [being the sole 
authority for regarding it as laying down the deity ;] while 
there is'a direct injunction [of another deity]; and certainly 
the context cannot set aside the thing [laid down by direct 
injunction, }—14. | 
i j COMMENTARY. 

The case of the word ‘Vaisvadeva’ as occurring in the sentence 
‘ Vaidvadevena yajeta’ is different from all other words dealt with in the 
foregoing sûtras. (1) If we take it as laying down the deity Visvedeva, 
we find such signification to follow directly from the word, without 
having recourse to any indirect indication as was found necessary in the 
ease of the word ‘ Udbhida’; (2) it does not lay down any accessories ; 
and hence causes no syntactical split,—as the word ‘Chitra’ does; (3) 
there is no ambiguity about the meaning of the word as pointing to the 
deity—as in the case of the word ‘ Aghihotra’ ; (4) the word ‘ Vaidvadeva’ 
does not point to any particular sacrifice,—like the Vajapeya. 

The question that arises in regard to this word is this :— Does 
the word point to Visvedeva as the deity of the sacrifice of the Chatur- 
mâsya? Or, is it the name of this sacrifice ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is that.—“ the word lays down the deity Vids- 
vedeva ; and as another deity, Agni, t.e., for the same sacrifice, is already laid 
down by another direct injunction, we must regard Vidvedeva and Agni 
as the two deities to be accepted optionally. We must accept this view, 
because no useful purpose would be served by making the word a name 
of the entire Chaturmasya sacrifice.” 

The Siddhanta embodied in the sûtra is that the word must be 
taken as the collective name of all the minor sacrifices that go to make up 
the Chaturmasya sacrifice, We cannot take it as pointing to a deity of 
the sacrifice ; becanse Agni, &c., have been laid down as the deities’ of 
these sacrifices, by direct injunctions; while the fact of Visvedeva being 
their deity would, at best, be indicated only by the ‘context —t.e., by the 
word ‘Vaidvadevena’ occurring in the same sentence as ‘yajeta’; and cer- 
tainly the deity thus indicated by the context cannot be regarded as on 
the same footing as those laid down by direct inj unctions, The indication 


of the diy wy bi affix j in “Vaidvadeve’ is not of the same kind as that by 
_ the similar affix in ‘agneya’; because in the case of the latter the connection 


> of Agni with a distinct material (the cake) is distinctly mentioned in the 


| game sentence; while in the case of the word ‘Vaidvadeva,’ no such mate- 
rial being mentioned, the relation of the deity to some sort of material 
will have to he assumed before the connection of the deity with the sacri- 
fice çan be established, Consequently the indication of the deity by this 
i word must be regarded as more indirect, and hence less authoritative, than 
that by direct injunction. Consequently we must accept, as the deity of 
the sacrifices in question, Agni and the rest, which are laid down by direct 
ie injunetions ;—and not Visvedeva. 
ai For these reasons we must take.the word ‘ Vaisvadeya’ as the name. 
| of the entire set of sacrifices that go to form the Chaturmasya ; this collec- 
tive name serving the distinctly useful purpose of bringing together all 
| the several sacrifices and making them capable of being spoken of collect- 
-ively by means of the single word ‘Vaisvadeva.’ 


Ruardean: Wek N 


fa: Mithah, mutual. y Cha, and. matara: Anartha-sambandhah, rela- 
tionship is highly improper, 


15. And mutual relationship is highly improper,-—15. 
COMMENTARY. 

The opponent might urge that, in the sentence ‘Vaisvadevena yajeta,’ 
the word ‘ Vaidvadeva’ may be taken as the name referring to all the 
eight sacrifices, and at the same time it may also be taken as indicating 
the deity Visvedeva in connection with a ninth sacrifice of which the 
material also will be something entirely different from those of the eight 
sacrifices; the sentence being construed as—‘ among the Vaitvadeva 
sacrifices there should be one of which Visvedeva is the deity.’ 

This will not be right; because, in that case the same word would in- 
dicate the eight sacrifices, and also lay down the deity for another sacrifice ; 
and the same word ‘ Vaisvadeva’ would contain the subject as well as the 
predicate ; which would be highly improper, unless the sacrifice is repeated 


twice. 
p qria JATA N gA N 


yagara Pararthatval, because being of only secondary importance, arena 
Gunanam, of accessories. 


| 16. Specially because accessories are only of second- 
ary importance.—16. 
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Fe a? hs QOMMENTARY. ae NR 
The opponent might urge that if it is only necessary to repeat: 
the sacrifice in order to establish the property of the construction proposed » 
in the Pdrvapaksa—this repetition might be done. To this the answer ia | 
that in all injunctions the sacrifice forms the most important factor ; and the. 
` accessories, being only subordinate to the sacrifice, are of secondary 
importance. Consequently it would not be right to repeat the sacrifice 
for the sake of finding room for the deity (whichis after all only an 
accessory) denoted by the word ‘ Vaisvadeva.’ ie 
For these reasons, the only reasonable view is that ‘ Vaidvadeva ' is ‘ 
the name of the eight sacrifices, K 


Adhikarana XI-——-The mention of the number ‘ eight,’ 
in connection with the Vaisvdnara sacrifice 
is only an arthavada, 
SUTRA 1. 4. 17-22. 


“garasa ia ANATA” 1218189 U 
i (var. lec, at fur) 

qaaeq: Pûrvavantah, words expressive of things already known, afara: 

Avidhanarthah, cannot serve the purposes of injunction, aematàa TatsAmar- 

thyam, capability of serving as injunction, @arata Samamnaye, in the text in 

‘question. ' ey 
17. “It is only words expressive of things already 
known that cannot be taken as injunctions; the text in 
question is fully capable of being taken as such.”--17,. 

COMMENTARY. 

The consideration of the question as to whether certain words are 
names of sacrifices or injunctions of accessories having been finished, we 
now proceed to consider whether certain words can be taken as injunc- 


tions of accessories. 

The sentence ‘ Vaidvanaram dvâdasakapålam nirvapet putre jite’— 
lays down the the cake baked on twelve pans as to be offered at the Vaisvanara 
sacrifice ; this sentence is followed by a number of sentences making 
mention of cakes baked upon eight and nine pans; now the question 
arises—is the word mentioning the ‘cakes baked upon eight pans,’ &e., to 
be taken as laying down a distinct material for the Vaisvanara sacrifice ? 
Or, is it to be taken only as arthavada, eulogising the cakes? 

The Pûrvapakşa view embodied in the sûtra is. as follows:—“As a 
general rule, when a word signifies something that is already known, 


15 


has to be taken as either a naine or an arthavada; in the sentence: wo 
question, we find that the expression ‘cake baked on eight pans’ signifies a 
substance not known hefore,—the preceding sentence having spoken of. 


? 


the ‘cake baked on twelve pans ; 


on twelve pans, and the cake baked on eight pans,” 


The Vartika notices a different reading of the sitra—gaarit 
faurarat:, etc.; in which ease the sense of the Parvapakga as embodied in’ 


the sdtra would be as follows:—‘Those words whose meanings are 


already known can be utilised only by being taken as injunctions ; while 


those whose meanings are not known should be taken as names, as shown 
under sûtra 1.4.2; hence the mention of the number ‘ eight’ must be 
taken as laying down a fresh accessory.” 


This statement of the Pdrvapakga, as the Virtika remarks, is not 
correct ; becase the mere fact of the signification of a word being unknown 
cannot make it a name ; on the other hand, just as the fact. of a word 
being altogether new, having its ordinary signification unknown proves 
that it cannot be taken as laying down the accessory of a sacrifice,— 
exactly in the same manner, it is all the more impossible for it to be taken 
as the name of a Vedic sacrifice ; hence such a word cannot be taken as 
a name; because it is a well-recognised fact that it is only when the 

ordinary signification of a word. is well-known that it can be taken as 


a name, on the ground of its being mentioned along with a certain 
sacrifice. 


gue g Anania: sat equa: ak 


argadaarsRa N ge n 


_ Buea Gunasya, of accessories, g Tu, but. firgrart  Vidhanarthe,, if 
it were an object of the injunction. aaga: Atadgunab, not being acces- 
sories of the sacrifice. art Prayoge, in actual performance. ea: Syuh, 
they would be. saĝa: Anarthakah, useless. a Na, not. fẹ Hi, because. 
wa Tam, to it. afẹ Prati, with regard to, gaara Arthavatta, usefulness. 
ayer Asti, is, 


18. If the word laid down accessories, these acces- 
sories, not belonging to the sacrifice, would be useless in its 
actual performance; because they do not serve any useful 
purpose with regard to it.—18, 


Se aah | 


consequently there is nothing to: 
prevent us from taking it as laying down a second material; so that there 
are two optional materials, for the Vaisvanara sacrifice—the cake baked. 


OO ——— O 


—— 


— = 
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COMMENTARY, 


The Siddhanta A ed in the sûtra is as follows :— 


“Phe Vaidvanara sacrifice having its own specific number of pans 
distinctly laid down astwelve, any other number, eight, nine, &c., even though . 
enjoined; could: not be enjoined with reference to that sacrifice ; nor could 
these latter numbers be enjoined with reference to any other sacrifice, 
because no such other sacrifice is mentioned in the sentence. Nor could 
the clause mentioning these numbers be tak en as laying down such a 
sacrifice; because all that this clause does is to describe a certain kind of 
cake ;, and it says nothing as to that cake being offered to any deity ; and 
without the mention of this latter fact, no sacrifice could be indicated, 


Thus then, the number, as an accessory, even if it Da gin cit 


enjoined byt the words in guestion, could not pertain to any sacrifice ; and. 
hence these would serve no useful purpose in regard to the performanee 
of any sacrifice ; specially as the baking on eight pans would not serve any 
useful purpose, when not belonging to any sacrifice, Or, the last clause 
of the sûtra may mean, the mention of the number eight cannot serve 
any useful purpose with regard to the Vaisvanara sacrifice, the number 
of pans for which has already been laid down as twelve; specially as ‘the 
baking on eight pans would not serve any useful purpose with regard to 
the cake that has already been baked on twelve pans. 

-Not being capable of being taken as an injunction, the mention of 
the number must be” taken as Ar thavada, eulogising the Vaisvanara 
sacrifice, —-the sense being that—‘ when the baking on eight pans brings 
about such excellent results, how much better results could be accomplished 
by. the baking on twelve pans, which is done at the Vaisvanara 


sacrifice ?’ 
“B ATTA” Wee N 
agg: Yachchhesah, being supplementary to that. ṣa Na, not, qqa 

Upapadyate, is possible. 

19. It is not possible for the sentences in question to be 
taken as ; supplementary to the preceding injunction.-—19, 

COMMENTARY. 
_ An objection is raised :-— 


A The injunction mentions the “ baking on: hetia pans;’ while the 
sentence in’ question praises the baking on eight pans ; how then could the 


aa ina spy to the for mer | fia 


ER 
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en eld Avibhadal, o on Vacdoune ‘of non-exclusion. Ponar Vidbanarthe, from 
i what i is enjoined. gaa Stutyarthena, serving the oath of praising. arr, 
a papadyeran, it would be possible, 


. 20. Inasmuch as [the smaller number] i is not excluded 
from the greater, it is quite possible for the sentences in 
| question to be taken as serving the purpar of praising 
N [the latter.]—-20. SOG i: 

Na COMMENTARY, 


ee ay ‘As the numbers ‘cight’ and ‘nine’ are included in ‘twelve,’ 

vi any’ praise of the former will certainly apply to the latter; as it would 
only. be a caso of the praise of the part being applied to. the whole; when | 
the use of eight pans brings “ Brahmic glory,’ and that of nine pans gives 
Vigour, the use of twelve pans must bring about still better results. 


‘areal cara” gia Faq N Ry tt 
MATUTAU, Hale area, suis R 
rira n RR N 


aru Karanam, instigator. era Syat, could be, gid Ba [ti bie if it ‘: 
urged sadaa Anarthakyat, on account of uselessness, Saruwa Akaranain, 
hot an instigator, aa: Kartuk, pertain to the agent, Fe Ri, because, mro 
Karanani, instigators, uu: Gunarthah, for the purpose of praising. A Hi, 
and: ftaa Vidhiyate, is mentioned, 


/ 21. fit be urged that,—-‘[the desire for Brahmic 
glory, &c, ] could be taken as the instigators of the numbers i in 
question.”’---21. 
22. [Our reply is that] inasmuch asthe sentences would 
i become useless (meaningless), the results cannot be regarded 
as instigators ; specially as all instigators must pertain to the 
agent; consequently [we conclude that] the numbers in 
question are mentioned for the purpose of praising.—22.. 
COMMENTARY, 


The opponent urges.—‘‘ The injunction of the numbers eight, &c., 
would not be incapable of belonging to a sacrifice ; because the meaning 
of the sentences mentioning the number ‘eight’ would be ‘one who 
desires brahmie glory shoald perform the Saorifioe at which the offering 
consists of the cake baked on eight pans; that is to say, the sense of the 


T we papa, a ADHIEARAWA, S Lan 


rene 


ae wind. be ‘if one JOLEA the uivan. sacrifice without havi i} 
a view -to any definite result, he should offer the cake baked on. twelve | 
pans; but if he desires Br “ahmic glory, he should offer. the cake baked on 
eight pans.’ In this way the injunction of ‘ eight’ would not be absolutely 
useless as regards the actual performance of sacrifices. ee 

“This is what is meant by the results (Brahmie glory, &c.) being the 
‘instigators ’ of the numbers; which means that itis si different, results 
that lead to the acceptance of the different numbers.” sai 

This is the interpretation according to the Bhasya and the Vartika. 
‘Later commentators explain the sûtra to mean that ‘the ‘numbers are 
the cause of the results,’ t.e., ‘the use of eight pans: is the cause of-—brings 
about-—Brahinie glory ; ;’ and so for th. This interpretation of the 
word, ‘ karana,’ however, is not compatible with its use in the next sdtra. 


‘The answer to the above objection is given in sûtra 1. 4. 29. Thb 
sense of the reply is that, if the mention of the several numbers were taken 
as laying down the acceptance of these numbers in the event of the per- 
former desiring certain results,—then this would give rise to a syntactical 
split ; as is evident from the construction of the sentences in question as 
proposed under the preceding sûtra ; which would further lead to the very 
undesirable severance of all’connection of the injunction. of the Vaisvanara 
sacrifice with the mention of certain results, following after the mention 
of the numbers under discussion :—the whole section running thus— 
“At the Vaidvanara sacrifice one should ase the cake baked on twelve 
pans;--the use of eight pans leads to Brihmic glory; the use of nine 
pans accomplishes vigorousness ;—he on whose birth the Vaisvanara is 
performed, becomes vigorous, a large eater of food, with vigorous organs 
and powerful cattle.’ 


By reason of these syntactical splits, the proposed meaning of the 
sentences is not permissible; under the circumstances, if the sentences in 
question be not taken as Arthavada, praising the Vaisvanara sacrifice, 
they become meaningless and useless. With a view to avoid this 
uselessness, we must take the sentences-as Arthavada. 


Then again, how can the result in the case in-question be the ‘ insti- 
gators’ of the acceptance of the numbers? It is the agent or’ performer 
to whom all instigators should pertain ; that is to say, it id when the result 
belongs to the performer that it can serve as the ‘instigator’; in the 
case in question, the results are mentioned as accruing to the new-born child 
while the sacrifice is performed by the father. re the results 
cannot serve as ‘instigators,’ as held. by the PPPOA RAR | Ga 
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| Adhikarana XII.—The mention of the BOE NG: 
as. ‘master of the sacrifice’ is onlya praise, Ee tiranina 


Description based upon Accomplishment of Purpose] 
SUTRA 1. 4. 23. 


areata: N gI gR 


"23, The accomplishment of purpose.—-23. 
A COMMENTARY. 
, GAtras 23-28 deal with cases of figurative deso anes herein are 

pointed out those facts upon which figurative representations are based, 
 Sûtra 23 mentions the accomplishment of at as the first of these bases ; 
an example of this we have in the sentence ‘ Yajaminah prastarah,’ whee 
the prastara, grass-bedding, i is described as ‘the master of the sacrifice’; 
because of the fact that the bedding accomplishes the Master's purposes 
of comfort, &c., in the same manner as he accomplishes his own purpose ; 
hence the sentence myst be taken as a figurative description in pr aise 
of the useful character of the bedding. 


Adhikarana XII1,—-The Bréhmana is praised as ' Agni’ 


[Figurative description based upon sameness of origin. | 
SUTRA 1. 4, 24, 


at: Wet B@rRVll 
| 24. Birth or Origin.-—24. 


COMMENTARY. 
The similarity of origin is the second basis for figurative description; 
e.g, when in the sentence ‘Agnih brahmanah’ the Brahmana is figuratively 
described as ‘ Agni,’ it is because both “Agni’ and the Brahmana are de- 
clared in the Veda to have been born out of Prajapati’s mouth; this des- 
cription implying the praise of the Brabmana. 


neha Oe 


Adhikarana XIV.—The saeri ficial post is praised as the 
Master of the sacrifice and as the sun [Figurative Description 
~ , based upon similarity of form]. 
SUTRA. 1. 4. 25. 


ERLI 


25. Similarity of shape. —25. 
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COMMENTARY. 
noon Renae of shape is the third basis of figurative description ; e.g. 
aie the sacrificial post is praised as the ‘Master of the Sacrifice’ because 
it is as upr ight i in form as the master is ; similarly it is praised as the sun, 
because it isas bright in colour as the sun. 


_ Adhikarana XV.— Indirect Deseription based upon praise. 
SUTRA 1. 4. 26, 


saie NRIs RÂ ul 
26, Praise,—26. 


COMMENTARY, | 
Mere praise forms the fourth basis of figurative description ; e.g., in 
the sentence ‘apasavo go-advebhyah,’ ‘animals other than the cow and 
the horse are no animals’—the word ‘no animals’ is only an indirect 
praise of fhe cow and the horse; this figurative description of the other 
animals as “no animals” being based solely upon the praise of those two. 
animals. 


Adhikarana XVI.-—Pigurative description based upon 


greatness of number. 
SÛTRA 1. 4. 27. 


VATU eI VLR 


27. Great large numbers.—27, 
y COMMENTARY. 

! Greatness of number forms the fifth basis of figurative description ; 
€g., When a number of mantras are called ‘sristi’ in the sentence ‘srigtt 
rapadadhati’ it is because of the recurring of the word ‘ sristi’ in a great 
number of mantras ; by which even those that do not contain the word are 
called * sristi.’ 


Adhikarana XVII.--Figurative description based upon 


‘the presence of an indicative sign.. 
SUTRA 1. 4. 28, : 


fear. è 18 I Re 


28. Because of the presence of an indicative sign. 
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VG | QQMMENTARY, i 

The. presence of. an indicative sign forms the sixth basis iy vey 

ae description ; eg; when a number of mantras are called Prinabhyit,, 

il simply, because the word ‘prana’ occurs in the opening mantra of the set ; 
which i is taken as the indicative sign of the entire set of mantras. 


dorana XVITI,—Doubts relating to the bes meann- 


ing of sentence may be set aside by subsequent prseages. 
SUTRA. 1. 4, 20. 


afd areatrara, N g 8 Re N 


èig Sandigdhesu, in all doubtful cases. areaaiqre Vakyndenat, by means k 
of subsequent passages. l 
17) 29. in doubtful cases, doubts sare set at rest by the 


VAUN y W 
T aid of supplementary passages.—29, 
COMMENTARY. 


_ Arthavadas, declarations of praise, have been shown. to refer to the 


wia of Injunctions ; ; it may be that in regard to an injunction, or to an 
arthavada, it is doubtful which arthavada refers to which injunction ; and 
there may be doubts with regard to the injunction itself; as when we meet 
with the injunction——‘wet pebbles are to be put in, ’ there arises the doubt 
as to the particular liquid with which the pebbles are to be wetted ; this 
doubt is set aside by the supplementary passage—‘tejo vai ghritam’-~ 
which praises batter; as this indicates the butter as the liquid with 
which the pebbles are to be wetted. This is due to mutual need: the in- 
junction needs the indication of a particular liquid, and the praise of the 
butter needs an injunction with which it may be construed; and this 
mutual need leads us to take the two together, and thereby come to the 
conclusion that the ponte wetted with butter are to be put in. 


Adhinarana XTX .— The indefinite is defined by the 


anil Paeng of things. 
a SUTRA t.4. 80, l itu 


rater RURAL N URIIN 


smia Arthat, by the potency of things, ar Va, also. ROTA 


‘Kalpanaikadesatvat, because such an assumption a form part of the Veda. 
30. Doubtful cases are also settled by the potency 
of things; because assumption based thereupon would form 
part of the Veda.—30. ‘ane ey 


X ADHIKARANA, Sd. 1. 4. 35. 


“COMMENTARY. Ne va A 
Oaia set of doubtful cases may be settled by supplementary destanen Hi 
tions ; there are some doubtful cases, however, in which no such declar ations 


are satlabic’ in such cases what helps us to solve the doubt is the l 
inherent capacity of things; for instance, the word ‘añjali’ is found RON 


signify the joining of the two palms flatly in cases where it is laid down 


as the form of salutation to superiors; but in the case of drinking water 


by the ‘afjali,’ the same word is found i signify the eup-like shape formed © 
by the joining of the two hands ; consequently when we come across the in- 
Junction in connection with the Saktu-Homa, that the offering is tobe made 


“with the afjali,” there arises a doubt as to what the word ‘anjali’ means _ 


in this case, This doubt is set at rest when we come to consider the fact 
that the fat palm-to-pali ‘ afjali’ cannot contain anything to be offered, 
while the cup-shaped ‘aijali,’ is what will contain the flour to be offered ; 


this inherent capacity of things leads us to conclude that the offering isto 


be made with the cup formed by the joining of the two hands. 

That the offering is to be offered with the hands joined in this form. 
is to be regarded as possessed of the same degree of authority as the or iginal He) 
Vedic injunction. Because, inasmuch as the injunction is vague and 
hence incomplete without this assumption, the assumption must be 
regarded as an integral factor of the injunction, 


Here ends Chapter I, wherein the Means of Knowing Dharma have 
been fully explained. In the Chapter I, begins the consideration of the 
character of, and other details connected with, those actions that constitute 


Dharma. 


End of Adhyaya I. 


“SECOND ADHYAYA. 
First PADA. 


DIFFERENTIATION OF ACTIONS AND TEXTS PRESORIBING THEM, 


Introductory— 
In section T, Jaimini has described the means of knowing Dhar ma, 


‘The first a on has shown that the Vedie Inj junction is such a means 
par excellence, and the other sub-sections have shown that the character 


of being such means belongs also to Arthavadas, Names, Mantras, Smritis, 
Usage, Supplementary Explanations and Indirect Implications, Thus the 
first section has supplied the full answer to the question---‘ what are the 
moans of obtaining the true knowledge of Dharma?’ In answering this 
question in detail, it has also been shown that the true character of 
Dharma belongs to such actions as (for instance) the Agnihotra and the 
Jyotistoma (directly enjoined in the Veda), the Astaka (laid down in. the 
Smritis), the Holaka (as established by custom), and so forth, But in 
the preceding section, these actions have been mentioned only by way of 
exemplifying the general principles therein discussed ; and the detailed 
question of the individual character of these actions was left over for the 
second section. Thus the second sectiou supplies the detailed answer to 
the second question propounded by the Bhâsya—' what is Dharma ?’-~ 


that is to say, ‘what are the particular acts that are to be regarded as 


Dharma ?’—or as Prabhakara, with his usual desire for turning the entire 
body of the Sitras upon the Veda itself, states the subject of the adhyaya : 

-~‘ what are the several texts that lay down the various acts that constitute 
Dharma ? ’—Hence according to Prabhikara the subject-matter of Adhyâya 
II consists of difference among the texts prescribing the actions, and not 
among the actions directly, these latter being regarded as different 
according to the difference of the texts prescribing them. This view of 
the subject-matter of Adhyaya IL has been argued in the Sastradipika 


-in the beginning of Adhyâya III, 


In order to find out each individual act laid down as Dharma, it 


becomes necessary to have some basis for proceeding with the enquiry 
as to differentiating one action from the other—among a number of 


Meme iy tire 


I PADA, INTRODUCTORY. 
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Čraotisna laid down in the Veda, ho “4 hand it is this basis that is discussed 
in the present section, where it is shown that one action is to be knowns 
as different from another when the two are found to be mentioned by’ 
different _words, and so on (see below), Then again, inasmuch as one! 
action cannot be regarded as entirely different from another, unless the: 
transcendental results—apirvas—proceeding from them be also different, 

we havo here an explanation of the difference : among the Aptrvas ‘also. 

Lastly, so far it would seem that for each act there is a distinct Apûrya ; 
so in order to sat wb this view, we have the further distinction of 
actions into ‘primary’ and ‘subsidiary,’ in connection with which it is 
shown that it is only the ‘primary’ action that leads to an independent 
Apfirva, while those actions that are ‘subsidiary’ tend merely to com- 
plete that ‘primary’ action to which they are subsidiary, and as such 
have no distinct Apûrvas of their own. But this distinction between the 
‘primary’ and the ‘subsidiary’ action is merely mentioned here,-—its 
detailed consideration being left over to sections ‘3) and (4). 

Kumirila’s view of the connection of the adhydya is thus set 
forth in the Tantravartika :—What is explained in the present Adhydya 
is that one action is known to be different from another on account, of 
the two being mentioned by different. words ; and it is in the wake of 
this difference that we have an rece, ot ne of the difference among the 
Apfirvas (resulting from the actions); and lastly, it is for the purpose 
of ascertaining which is the action that brings about the Apûrva, that 
we have the consideration of the fact of actions having thecharacter 
of the Primary or the Subsidiary, That is to say, (1) the difference 
among actions is the natural and direct subject-matter of the Adhyâya ; 
and the mention of the non-difference among certain actions is only a 
denial of the aforesaid difference; (2)—and with a view to establish 
the difference and non-difference of actions, we have an explanation of 
the difference and non-difference of their Apfirvas ;—(3) thus then, so 
far, it would seem that for each distinct action there is a distinet | 
Apfirva; and here comes in the use of the consideration—as con-! 
tained in Adhikarana III—of the Primary and Subsidiary character 
of actions, which serves to set aside the former mis-conception with 
regard to Apfirvas; (inasmuch as it shows that it is only the Pri- 
mary action that has a distinct Apfirva of its own;). For instance, 
even in the case of the sentences ‘“‘vrihin proksati” and “ vrihin 
avahanti,” though the words ‘avahanti’ and ‘ proksati’ are different, 
yet, inasmuch as these actions are found to have their sole end in the 
visible effects (of the preparation of rice and its cleaning), we conclude 
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that they cannot bring about any Aptrva (transcendental result). As 
for the Aparva that is held to follow from the restriction of the method 
of preparing the rice, to threshing alone, it does not result from an action, 
and as euch is of no consequence in the present contest. Hence we find — 
that it is only when certain actions have a distinctly primary character 
with reference to the substance, etc., that they are cognised as leading 
to distinct Apûrvas, and as such being totally distinct “actions. And it 
is for the due differentiation of such primary and subsidiary character, 
that the sfitra (in Adhydyas IIT and IV) will supply us with full explana- 
tions of such character; and it is an exception to these explanations that. 
“are delineated in the two Adhikaranas contained in sûtras ILi.9, and 
Wits. 
Thus then, the two characters of verbs having been pointed out, a 
third has to be shown in the shape of ‘ Denotativeness >; and in connec- 
tion with this, we have a consideration of the character of Mantras ; and 
then follow the definition, &c., of these ; and thus these definitions, ete., 
treated of to the very end of the Pada, are indirectly connected with the 
main subject. Then, having spoken of the difference among Actions, as 
based upon the diference of words, and repetition (of Injunctions), the 
sûtra will point out, under the Adhikarana on ‘Paurnamasya’ (ILii.8 ot 
seq.), an exception to the fact of ‘Repetitions’ being a ground of 
because in the particular case in question the frequent 
repetitions are tuken only as explanatory to the whole context. Then. 
as an exception to this exception, we have the Adhikaranas in sûtras 
TLiid to 20. Then the gûtra proceeds to point out the difference among 
actions as based upon differences of Number, Name and Properties ; 
and the treatment of the difference of properties goes on till the com- 
mencement of the treatment of the differences of context; and this 
continues till the beginning of the Adhikarana treating of the differences 
of the Branches or Reseonsions of the Vedas. And herein is also contain- 
of difference among actions, save the six, 


difference ; 


ed a denial of any other ground 


treated of above. 


Thus then, the whole subject-matter of the Adhyâya on Differences 


-is taken up in the setting aside of objections to the fact of the difference 
‘ot actions being based upon the difference of name, repetition, difference 
Jof properties, and difference of context. And it is necessary to explain 
‘this fact in detail; because such ascertainment of difference is absolutely 
necessary in the due knowledge of the relationship of subserviency 
between actions ; and as for other facts, the present is no opportunity for 


any mention of these, 


~ Thus alone can the connection of the Adhyâya be shown, Because 
(1) the relationship between the Primary and the Subsidiary, etc., 
is dependent upon a due ascertainment of differences among actions ; 
(2) it is only when the action has been duly cognised that there 
can be any question as to a person being entitled to its perform- 
ance; and (3) it isonly when the Injunctions have been duly com- 
prehended that there can bea transference of the properties of one 
action to another. 

That is to say, until the means of knowledge has been duly defined 
there can be no consideration of the meaning of the Veda; and es such 
no discussion as to the marks of difference among actions (treated of in 
Adhyaya II) can he introduced ; and inasmuch as it is only in the case of 
actions that have been found to be different, that there can be any idea | 
either of relationship of the Primary and the Subsidiary | Adhyaya I), 
or of their usefulness or otherwise (Adhyâya IV) or of the order of their | 
performance (Adhydya V),-—none of these discussions could he raised, until | 
we had throughly considered the marks of difference among actions; 
so too, it is only when the character of the action has been fully cognised 
that there can be any consideration of the question as to whether a 
certain person is entitled to its performance or not (Adhy4ya VJ); and thus 
we find that this last question stands in need of all the five foregoing 
Adhyfyas. In the same manner, the Adhyayas VII-XII, treating as they do 
of the transference of properties, presuppose a full knowledge of all Injune- 
tions; and as such the whole of this latter half of the sûtras is found to 
be dependent upon the whole of the former half. r 

Thusit is clear that after the consideration of the Pramana next 
comes that of the marks of difference, a treatment of which is therefore 
begun in Adhyaya II. 


Adhnkarana I.—Bhévarthadhikarana 
[Dealing with Apfirva.] 
SUTRAS 1-4. 

The question to be treated of in this Adhikarana has been stated 
thus :—Which is the word in an injunction to which the Apfrva is related ; 
and which would on that account indicate the difference or non-difference 
among the Apûrvas leading up to the results, and thence also among the 
actions themselves ? 

The first step to the answer of this question is that the Apûrva is 
related to only one word in the injunctive sentence ; and the second that 
it is related either to the noun or to the verb. This then leads to the 


final question— to Wich of these two, the noun or the Neth, is. ihe ‘Aptrva 
related ? The answer to this question is contained in the piven Adhi- 
kärana. 


The Pûrvapakşa tothe Adbikarana is not contained in the sútras. 
It has been thus stated by Kumârila :— 


“AI the words signifying substances and proper ties, and denoting 
well-known entities, are well capable of being taken as expressing 
Tnstrumentality, &c.; and hence it is through this that they come 
to be related to the result. Asarule the result, being a thing yet to 
be accomplished, stands in need of the Means or Instrument, which is an 


already accomplished entity, and not in that of another result. Thus then, 


the substances signified by Nouns, being well-established entities, are 
capable of supplying this need of the result ; which need cannot be supplied 
by the verb, which itself is something yet to be accomplished, For these 
reasons, the result must be admitted to follow from the substance, &e., 
signified by Nouns, and not from verbs.” 

SIDDHAN'A, 


| mwai: mima: eat adda eat 
fads wz Viren 


ararat: Bhavarthab, indicative of Bhavanas. a@mtaser: Karmagabdah, 

verbs, a: Tebhyah, from these. faa Kriya, apdrva. sdlitq Pratiyeta, is 

known, gẹ Esa, this. 1 Hi, because. ay: Arthah, object; fact, taq Vidhi- 
yate, is laid down, 

1, All verbs are indicative of Bhévands; and the konw. 

ledge of the Apûrva proceeds from these; because this is 


what is laid dowu.—-1. | 
That is to say, the verbs that denote the Bhavana bring goat the 


| cognition of the accomplishment of the Apûrva; because the particular 
fact that one should accomplish heaven by means of the sacrifice is laid 


down by these. 
That the result cannot be related to the noun follows from the very 


nature of nouns (see Sec. 3); Nouns are the names of things already ac- 
complished, and not standing in need of any thing else,—being sel f-suffi- 
cient in their denotation. That word, on the other hand, to which the 
main result is related, must, as a matter of fact, be something that has 
yet to be accomplished, and as such stands: in need of such agencies as > 
would help in its accomplishment. It is only verbs that are found to be 
expressive of things that do not already exist at the time, but have got to 
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that it must be po slates! 

As to how the Apûrva is related to the verb, this may be hae ex- 
plained :—Every verb in an injunctive sentence is found to be made up of a 
verbal root and the injunctive affix. This affix denotes what has been 
called ‘vidhi’ or, more technically, ‘bhâvanâ, by which is meant the ac- 
tivity of the agent towards a certain ral of action. That is to say, the 
injunctive affix i in the word ‘yajeta’ signifies that “the agent must put 
forth his effort towards a definite end.” ‘This is what has been called the 
‘Arthibhavand ;’ while the factor of prompting that accompanies the in- 
junctive is called the “Sabdi-bhavana.” But in the present connection 
it is the ‘ Arthi-bhAvana’ that concerns us. 

As soon as we have realised the above import of the ‘ bhavana,’ we 
are confronted by the following three questions—(1) what is it that i is to 
be accomplished by the effort of the agent? (2) by what is it to be ac- 
complished ? and (3) how is to be accomplished? As for the first ques- 
tion, it naturally follows that it is the desirable result mentioned in the 
sentence that has to be accomplished ; as regards the second, the answer is 
supplied by the particular action expressed by the verbal root in connec- 
tion with which the injunctive affix appears,—in the case of the word. 
‘yajeta, the action of yaga, sacrifice, denoted by the root ‘yaji’; and lastly, 
as regards the third question, the answer is supplied by. the details of 
procedure laid down in the Veda in connection with the action. Thus it is 
to the verb alone that the result can be related, both grammatically and 

“materially ; and hence it is the injunctive verb alone that can show 
whether or not any two Apdrvas are different; and this would help to 
determine if any two actions expressed by the two verbs are one and the 
same or different. $ 


A question ig here raised as to how is it that in the case of the 


injunctive verb ‘ yajeta,’ the root is set aside and the ‘bhévan4’ is said to 
he signified by the affix alone, the meaning of the injunctive affix being 
aid down as ‘bhavayet’? The affix in bhavayeta is the same as that in 
‘vajeta,’; what then is the use of adding the root ‘Bhavi’ in explaining 
the meaning of the root of ‘ yajeta.’ ; 
To this question Kumarila offers the following answer :— 

“ In all cases, it is a general rule that when the verbal con jugational 
affix denotes the action of an agent, who is a fully accomplished entity, 
then the sense of ‘karoti’ (accomplishes) is recognised as co-extensive with 

„the meaning of the verb. There are certain roots, added to which, a 


ipa: 


al 
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conjugational affix signifies only that action of the agent which ends in his 
acquiring his own existence,—-e.g., ‘is,’ ‘ exists,’ and the like. In the case 
of other roots, when the agent is an already accomplished entity, the 

action signified is that which brings about the existence of something else, 

—¢g., ‘ sacrifices,’ ‘ gives,’ ‘cooks,’ and the like. And the word ‘ vyapara’ 

(‘action’) signifies only a particular substance,—endowed with peculiar 

potencies, moved in its pristine character, havinga mixed nature, having an 
existence in the past and in the future,—as moved from its former position 

and not reached the next. And in the case of some verbs it is the agent 
_ himself that is cognised as being in this position; while in that of others, 
where the agent is a well-established entity, it is something else. Hence 


in a case where the agent himself happens to be in the said unsettled posi- 


tion, he stands in need of something else, for the fulfiment of his own exist- 
ence ; and as such not functioning towards the accomplishment of any 
other substance, he cannot be spoken of as ‘ karoti;’ when, however, the 
agent is a well-established entity, and functions towards the fulfilment of 
something else, then he is spoken of as ‘karoti’ (does). Thus it is that 
when one asks ‘kim karoti’ (what does he do?) the reply given is 
‘ pathati’ (‘ reads ), which latter combines within itself the generic (‘ karoti’) 
as well as the specific action (“ pathati ’) [since the word ‘ pathati ’=‘patham 
karoti’ ]; whereas in reply to the same question there can be no such 
reply as—‘ bhavati’ (exists). 

Thus then, it is clear that all conjugational affixes that signify the 
actions of agents that are well-established entities, have the sense of 
‘karoti’ (accomplishes). And as such there must be something to be ac- 
complished ; because unless there is something to be accomplished the word 
t karoti’ is never used, and it is the nominative of the verb ‘ to be’ (bha- 
yati) that becomes the objective of ‘karoti.’ That is to say, the verb 
‘karoti’ being transitive, unless there is something to be accomplished, 
the sense of the verb is not complete. It is a well-recognised fact that 
all nouns, in whichever case, are nominatives of certain intervening minor 
actions ; and then it is that with reference to the principal action, they 
‘come to be recognised as the Objective, Dative, &c. And thus in the case 
of each individual principal action, there is a multiplicity of actions 
dependent upon the capabilities of the objects concerned. And accord- 
` ing to this rule we come to the conclusion that the nominative of the 
‘action ‘to be’ is the objective of the action ‘ karoti.” 
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añt Sarvesam, of all (words.) ara: Bhavah, instrumentality of the 
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ran as elate to the Bhavana. er Arthah, meaning. g aa Iti chet, My 
if it be urged. 
2) Eh he dived that the instrumentality of Apûrva 


forms the meaning of all words. —2, 
COMMENTARY. 


Against the first sûtra the following objection is raised :—" As a matter 
of fact we find that it is not only the verb that signifies the instrumen- 
tality of the Aparva, but the noun also; so there is nothing to justify the 
view that the Apdrva is expressed only by the affix attached to the verb,” 


lay Daa earrafaeanta arnir, aent- 
a: maga aa, A TAT g N 


aat Yesam, whose. sayar Utpattau, on utterance. ty Sve, its, gar Prayoge, 
as applied to the object denoted by them. wrga: Rupopalabdhih, there is 
direct cognition of the form of the object denoted. aft Tani, those. arma 
Namani, are names, aera ‘Tasmat, therefore. ga: Tebhyah, for their sake. 
qarga Parakanksa, need of another. awerearg Bhdtatvat, because they are 
accomplished eutities. eq gant Sve Prayoge, so far as their use and denota» 
tion are concerned, 

3. [The answer is that] Such words on the utterance 
whereof for the denotation of objects, the forms of the 
objects denoted are directly cognised, are nouns; and as 
such they do not stand in need of anything else, specially 
as the objects denoted are accomplished entities at the 
time that the words are used.—8. 

COMMENTARY. 


fn answer to the above objection it is explained that nouns denote 
things; and as things are well-accomplished entities, they do not stand 
in absolute need of anything for the sake of whose connection the signifi- 
cation of sucha transcendental thing as the ‘Apdrva would have to be 
assumed ; for instance, when the noun’ Somena is found used in the sen- 
tence ‘somena yajeta’ it signifies the particular substance ‘soma’ and 
there the matter ends; and for comprehending the full siguification of 
this noun we do not want anything elise; hence the noun could have no 
necessary connection either with the Bhavana or, through it, with the 
Aparva. The case of the verb which signifies something yet to be 
accomplished is entirely different. This is made clear in the next sûtra. 
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ùt Yesam, whose. g Tu, on the other hand. geqay Utpattau, on ut- 
o terance, & wý Sve Arthe, with regard to their objects. want: Prayogab, 
use, afaa Na Vidyate, is not found. arf Tani, those. areararia Akhyatani, 
are verbs, aenta Vasmat, therefore, ey: Tebhyah, by means of these. qaia 
. Pratiyeta (the Apûrva) would be cognised, mirasta Agvitatvat, on account 
of being dependent. sàmen Prayogasya, of their use, 
4. Such words, on the other hand, on whose utterance 
the objects denoted by them are not found to be present at 
the time, are verbs; therefore, it is by means of these that 
the Apûrva should be cognised; specially as what is signi- 
-fied by such words is dependent (upon other factors).--—-4. 
COMMENTARY. | 


In the sentence ‘‘somena yajeta”’ the verb ‘yajeta’ denotes something 
which is yet to be accomplished. Hence it requires the mention of such 
factors as the means of accomplishing it, the purpose served by its accom- 
plishment and the process by which the accomplishment is brought about, 
and so forth. Thus as the Aparva ‘is’ one of these factors, it is naturally 
more closely connected with the verb than with the noun, . 


Adhikarana II.—(There is such a thing as Apûrva.) 
SUTRA II. i-5. 
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wtaar Chodana, Apûrva. ya: Punah, and, smew: Arambhah, injunction.: 

5. And Apûrva exists because of the Injunctions (of 

actions.)—5. | 
COMMENTARY. 

The above discussion as to the means of the comprehension of Apfirva 

has presupposed the existence of the Apfirva itself. But inasmuch as 

jts existence is not generally admitted the present sûtra is introduced with 
a view to establish the existence of Aptrvas. 

The Parvapaksa supplied from outside is as follows ;—‘ Any such 

thing as Apirva cannot be perceived by the senses, because it has 

neither colour, nor taste, nor touch, nor smell, nor sound; nor. is it: 


to be kay concomitant pie iis “athe thing whose presence might. 
lead to the inference of an Apfirva on the basis of that concomitant; nor 
is it amenable to verbal cognition; as we find no mention of it in. the 


Vedas ; nor is it amenable to analogical cognition ; as “having never heen > 


perceived, nothing could be known as similar to it, which makes all analogy © 


impossible; lastly, it cannot be known through presumption ; as there is 
nothing that cannot be explained without the assumption of the Apfirva. 
Thus the only pramaéna to which the Apûrva is amenable is negation ; 
which means that no such thing exists.” 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhanta, as formulated 
in the above sfitra. Inasmuch as sacrifices have been’ laid down for 


the purpose of certain definite results, to follow after the lapse of a long 


time~-such deferred fruition of the action would not be possible, unless 
there was an intervening agency of the Apûrva. That is tosay, the 


apparent inconsistency of the relationship of sacrifices and such results 


as the attainment of Heaven, etc ete., Taid down i in the Veda points to the 
fact that the existence of thie Apfirva also is laid down in the Veda itself ; 
and as such it is quite authoritative. 

The .Parvapaksa Tema against the assumption of Apûrva is 
thus stated by Prabhâkara :—-“ The injunction imparted by the injunctive 
word only urges the agent to the performance of a certain action, and not 


towards anything desired by him; the action is something ephemeral, and 


is not present immediately before the attainment of heaven by the agent; 
hence in order to meet these difficulties we must accept the sacrifice itself 
to be either everlasting, or bringing about a certain faculty in the agent, 
or the favours of the deity; and there is no reason for assuming any such. 
thing as the Aparva.” | 

In answer to the above, he continues— 

‘At the very outset you commit a mistake in assuming that the 
injunction prompts the agent to action ; what the injunction really does 
is to prompthim to exertion ; and the particular action denoted by the 
root is only the object of that exertion. [Thus then, what is denoted by 
the injunctive sentence is the ‘ Niyoga’ (decree or mandate,); this ‘ man- 
date’ urges the man to exertion; and this ‘exertion’ pertains to some sort 
of action (denoted by the verb)]. The assumption that the action itself is 
everlasting is against all evidence ; the self also is, by its very omnipre- 
sence, inactive ; hence what brings about the final result cannot abide 
in the self,’ l 


The weet passage from ‘he Brihati i is not aie clear; nor. i it 
been possible for us to obtain a manuscript of this portion of the com- 
mentary, Rijuvimala. But the whole subject is discussed, from the 
Prâbhâkara standpoint, in the Prakaranapafichika (page 185 et seg.) from 
which the following may be gleaned :— 

There can be no doubt as to the ephemeral iaren of tho sacris — 
| fico, itself; it is borne ont by everyday experience. Nor can the 
sacrifice he held to be laid down for the purpose of obtaining the favour 
of the deity ; as there is no evidence in support of this; as a matter of 
fact also, sacrifices are never performed for that purpose ; the deity is 
only one to whom the offering is made ; and we could please a deity by 
only such acts as could reach it; then again, it is not possible for any 
deity to get at all the offerings made by different men at all times ; speci- 
ally because no deity is eternal or omnipresent. Nor can we accept the 
view that the verb with the injunctive affix expresses an action tending to 
produce in the agent, a certain faculty, which is the immediate cause of 
the final result. This is the view favoured by Kumarila. We cannot accept 
this view ; as there is no proof for the postulating of the appearance of any 
such faculty in the agent. That the sacrifice produces such a faculty is not 
proved either by Perception or by Inference, or even by Verbal Authority, 
-~there being no Vedic texts pointing to any such, faculty ; specially as 
we find that the action is ‘brought about by. ‘the exertion of the agent ; and 
therefore the casual potency must reside in this exertion, which exertion 
therefore should be denoted by the injunctive sentence. The assumption 
of the faculty in question might be said to be proved by presumption, 
based upon the consideration that the action cannot be the cause of the 
final result, without some such faculty lasting during the time intervening 
‘between the completion of the action and the appearance of the result. 
But what presumption can justify us in assuming is some faculty or potency 
in that thing itself which is found to be incapable in the absence of that 
faculty ; so in the case in question, the presumption can only point to 
‘some faculty in the action, and not in the agent ; what appears in the agent 
cannot be regarded as belonging to the action ; hence what is brougl.t 
about by the faculty abiding in the agent cannot be regarded as produced 

by the action: , 

The whole matter of what the Bhatta calls ‘Apfirva’ and the 
Prabhakara ‘Niyoga,’ is thus explained in the Prakaranapafichika 
(p. 187) :—~ 7 

(1) The second aphorism of Adhyâya I has shown that what the 
injunctive sentence denotes is karya, something to be brought about. (2) Ia 


og an 


m HE Kegining of Adhyaya VI, it has been shown’that, of this karya denote 


by the sentence, the niyojya-~t.¢, the person prompted to its bringing © po 
about—~is one who is desirous of acquiring for himself some desirable fh 
result in the shape of Heaven and the like,—this being related to the | Ny 


kavya. (8) In the Badaryédhikarana (UI. i. 3) it has been proved that it is 
the karya that is the direct cause of the production of that desirable _ 
result which is desired by (and as such, qualifies) the prompted person, — 
(4) In the DevatAdhikarana (Sa. IX. i.9) the Bhasya has shown that 
this karya cannot be the act (of sacrificing, for instance); as this act can- 
“not possibly be the direct cause of the final result ; nor could it be held: 
to lead to the result through the favour of the deity to whom the sacrifice is 
offered; nor can it be regarded as leading to the result through a certain 
potency in the agent ; and it is well known that either the act itself, or any 
potency abiding in itself, does not last long enough to bring about the 
result. (5) In the Apdrvidhikarana (II. i. 5) we have the final conclu- 


aaraa reni aaraa t 


sions led up to by all the above adhikaranas: That which is denoted 


by the injunctive affix and other factors of the injunction is the karya 
inhering in the agent who is prompted by the sentence, and as connected 


l with whom the kArya is indicated ; as this .kArya.is not cognisable by | 
any other meens of knowledge, it has been called Aparva, something 


new, not known before. The connection of this karya with the agent 
and the action may be thus traced :—Tho karya by its very nature is 
something brought about by kriti, or operation; and this operation is — 
none other than the exertion of the agent. In the Bhivarthadhikarana 
(IJ. i. 1) again, it is shown that no such exertion is possible, independently 
‘of some act denoted by the verbal root. Hence what the injunctive 
sentence denotes, in this connection, is the Niyoga or prompting, relating 
to that act. This act, thus being the object of that prompting, comes to be 
spoken of as the instrument by which that prompting is accomplished as 
shown under III. i. 3, Evou though the karya is brought into existence 
at atime othor than that of the appearance of the final result, yet, inas- 
much as it is inseparably related to the prompted agent,—in whom the 
desire for that result is present,-—there is nothing incongruous in regard- 
ing that karya as the direct cause of the result. This kârya has been 
called Apûrva by the BhAsya by reason of its being something new to 
all other means of knowledge, save the injunctive sentence, but the 
name given to it by Prabhikara is Niyoga or prompting, by reason of the 
fact that it acts as an incentive to the prompted person (Niyojya) and 
makes him put forth an exertion towards the accomplishment of the 
action denoted by the verbal root. This karya or Niyoga is expressed 


neither by the verbal root, nor by the injunctive aflix, nor by 


he any other 
word in the sentence, but it is denoted by the sentence asa whole ; all 


A-MIMANSA-SUTBAS. 


other necessary factors being expressed by the several words of the 


sentence individually, what the sentence asa whole expresses. is this 
Niyoga as related to the prompted person expressed by one of the 
words in the sentence. (i.e, the word signifying the result, the person 
desiring which is the prompted person). That the Niyoga is thus ex- 


pressed by the sentence is also proved by the fact that the general 


pale is that, that which is the principal thing made known by the 


sentence forms its denotation; and there is no doubt that of all” 


‘things made known by the sentence, the Niyoga is the most impor- 
tant; for even though the final result has all the appearance of, 
the most important factor, yet it is the Niyoga that is really such, 


because it is the direct and immediate cause of the result, and it is 
also the immediate effect of the action performed; and further because 
the result also has to be regarded as subservient to the Niyoga, in view 
of the fact that the result enters as one of the factors necessary for the 
making up of the full character of the Niyoga. To explain-~The Niyoga 
cannot be a true Niyoga until there is a Niyojya, the person to be prompt- 
ed to exertion, as without exertion there can be uo Niyoga; then again, 
without the agent there can be no exertion ; nor can an agent put forth the 
exertion -and be a Niyojya-—until he is entitled to the undertaking 
resulting from that exertion ; and lastly, it is only the person desiring 
the result issuing from the undertaking that is entitled to its perform- 
ance; thus indirectly, through the agent, the result becomes a neces- 
sary factor in the Niyoga; this relation between the Niyoga and the 
result being similar to that between the master and the servant; without 
the servant the master cannot be a true ‘master, and yet it is the master 
that is the more important person of the two. 

The Prakaranapaiichika raises an interesting question here 1 

“Granted that the injunctive sentence—‘One desiring heaven 
should perform the Jyotistoma,’—expresses the Niyoga as proceeding 
from the action of Jyotigtoma sacrifice, and as being the direct cause of 
attaining heaven. But just as the sacrifice, being an effect, has only an 
ephemeral existence, and cannot continue till the appearance of the result, 
so in the same manner, the Niyoga also, as an effect, could not but be 
transient, and as such unable to continue till the appearance of the result. 
Thus the very purpose for which the hypothesis of the Niyoga has been 
put forward, fails to be accomplished by it. This cuts off the ground 
entirely from under the whole fabric of the Niyoga or Apfrva.’ | ‘The 
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Ni 


; fails to answer this objection satisfactorily. All that he says 18 ~~ 
that the Niyoga does not bring about the result immediately after it itself My 
comes into existence, because in its action towards the bringing about 
of the result, it stands in need of certain auxiliaries, which are not always 
available, and until whose appearance the result cannot appear. ‘This 
explanation does not meet the difficulty that the Niyoga itself cannot, 
and does not, exist at the time that the result appears. He has explained 
in another place that it is through the prompted agent that the Niyoga, 
though itself appearing at the present time, brings about the result. 
This, however, is as much as to say that the Niyoga produces something 
in the agent, which latter something brings about the result; and 
thus this much-vaunted theory of the Prabhikara is found to be less 
acceptable than the Bhatta view, by which the action,-—of sacrificing-~- 
itself produces a certain faculty in the agent, which faculty brings about 
the result at the proper time; while Prabhikara appears to assume a 
Niyoga intervening between the action and the something lasting that is 
produced in the agent, he does not call it faculty, but which comes to be 
the same. In order to meet the difficulty Salikandtha has been forced 
to call in the aid of ‘Fate;’ he says that it is only when the Niyoga 
is aided by Fate that it brings about the result. ‘This, after all, is a 
very poor explanation to be offered by the ‘Mimémsinisnita’ as he has 
called the followers of Prabhakara, : 

Another question arising in this connection is that, what has been 
said above may be all right so far as those actions are concerned which 
are laid down as to be performed with a view to a certain result; but 
how would it apply to those actions which are to be performed merely 
in fulfilment of a duty incumbent upon all persons, without reference 
to any result, or to those passages that lay down the non-doing of certain 
acts.? The answer to this is that, in the explanation of Niyoga, the 
Prabhakara has brought in the result, not as something desired by the 
agent, but only as something the presence of which makes a person 
entitled to the performance of a certain act ; in the case of those actions 
then, that are laid down as necessary duties to be performed throughout 
life, any person who is endowed with life being entitled to the performance 
of those acts, the character of the agent becomes fully accomplished ; and 
this is all that is needed for the explanation of the Niyoga. 

By Kumiarila’s view the Apûrva is ‘a capability in the principal action, 
or in the agent, which did not exist prior to the performance of the action, 
and whose existence is proved by the authority of the scriptures.’ Before 
the sacrifices laid down as leading to heaven are performed, there is in 


— PORVA-MIMAUSA-SOTRAS. 11 ADHYAYA, i 


‘the sacrifices themselves, in the first place, an ineapability of leading ` 
to heaven, and in the second place, in the agent, that of attaining to 
heaven, Both these incapacities are set aside by the performance of the 
sacrifice ; and this performance creates also a positive force or capacity, 

‘by virtue of which heaven is attained ; and to this latter force or capacity 
we give the name Apfrva. The proof for the existance of such SNe 
. Aptrva lies in presumption,—based upon the fact that without some. 

‘such force many Vedic passages are wholly inexplicable. Vor instance, — | 

there are many passages declaring that certain sacrifices lead the — 

sacrificer to heaven,---the idea being that he goes to heaven, not indeed 
- immediately on the completion of the sacrifice, but after death. The 

_ question then arises, that as a general rule the effect comes into existence 
“while its cause is still present, or immediately after the cause has 

ceased to exist; but in the case in question, the sacrifice ceases to 

exist at the present time, while the attainment of heaven comes ten or 
twelve or more years later. ‘This can be explained only by the hypothesis 
that the sacrifice, on its completion, produces directly a certain potency 
or faculty in the agent, which resides in him like many other faculties 
throughout life, at the end of which it leads him to heaven. Without 
some such intervening potency—as the connecting link between the 


sacrifice and its ultimate yesult—the causal relation between these two 
cannot be explained. Aptrva thus is „nothing more than a force set 


7 f Pte OWED A renyai 
in motion by the performance o the action, —this force being the d 
-instrument whereby, Sooner or later, the action accomplishes its result.: 


actually 
or in persons connected with those substances ; and the force thus set 


going accomplishes its result, as soon as it reaches its full development 
with the aid of attendant auxilliaries. The whole process is thus briefly 
stated systematically in the N yayamalavistara :— 

“(1) The sentence—‘ one desiring heaven should perform sacrifices ’— 
lava down the fact that the sacrifice is instrumental in the bringing about 
of ihe attainment of heaven. (2) Then arises the question—how can the 
sacrifice, which ceases to exist at the moment that it is complete, bring 
about the result at a much later time’? (3) The answer to this is that 
the sacrifice accomplishes tbe final result through the agency of the force 
called Apûrva. (4) A further question arises—how is the Apûrva brought 
into existence ? (5) The answer is—by the performance of the sacrifice.” 

In all simple sacrifices, there is a single Apfirva leading to a single 


result. But there are certain elaborate sacrifices which are highly 


comple, hana made up. of al number of subsidiary sacrifices ; such for 


instance, as the Dardapaurnamasa sacrifices. In all sneh sacrifices, — 
there are, as a rule, four kinds of Apûrva ;—(1) The ‘PhalapOrva-— — 
that which brings about the result directly, and which is the immediate 
canse of the result; (2) the Samudéyapfirva—in the Darga-paurna- 


masa sacrifices, the three sacrifices performed on the New Moon day | 


-form one group and the three performed on the Full Moon day another 


group ; each of these yroups oceurring at different points of time could 
not have a single Apfirva; hence each group has a distinct Apdrva of | 
its own, the two Apfirvas combining to produce the final Phalapdrva ; 
and each of these distinct Apûrvas is called a ‘SamudayAptrva’ ; (3) the 
UipattyApfirva—ie., the three Apûrvas following from each of the three 
sacrifices forming the Darga group; these three Apûrvas lead to the 
Samudayaparva of the ‘ Paurnamasa ’ group, leads to the final Phalaparva; 
(4) the Anhgiparva—each of these sacrifices of the group is made up 


ofa number of minor acts, each of which in its turn, must have a 


distinct ApOrva of its own ; as otherwise the act could not help in the 
final Phalaparva, 

The parpose served by this Adhikarana has been thus explained in the 
Tantravartika:—“If the result were directly. connected, not to a tran- 
scendental apdrva but, to the material offered into the fire and such other 


‘visible accessories of the sacrifice, then there would be transcendental 


results following from each of these factors. And thus in the case 
of any particular material being lost, or otherwise rendered useless, during 
the performance of a sacrifice, it would be absolutely impossible to 
finish the sacrifice with a substitute. In case, however, the result is 
related to the action, the use’ of the material would be merely a visible 
one; and as such its place could very well be taken by its substitute, 
which is equally capable of fulfilling that visible purpose.” ’ 
Adhikarana ITT,-—Divisions of Action into Primary 
and Secondary. 
SUTRA 1-i-6. 


aA Sa gumam RIA N 


ar Tani, those aforesaid verbs. % Dvaidham, are of two kinds. 


aumaga Guyapradhanablatani, being primary and secondary, 


6. “ Verbs (and actions denoted iy them) are of two 


“kinds—primary and secondary.” —6. 
18 
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COMMENTRY. ans UAN 
| It would seem from the above that there is always an Apfirva in 
connection with each distinct verb; consequently the author now proceeds 
to differentiate the Subsidiary from the Primary actions (which latter 
alone are followed by an Apûrva.) But on this point we have the follow- 

ing Pirvapaksha.-—“ All verbs having the common character of a verb, 
_ inasmuch as the potency of the objective, proceeding from the object to be 
' ‘accomplished, is always brought about by fully accomplished objects, the 
‘actions denoted by all verbs are all primary. | That is to say, so long as a 
definite purpose can be assumed, it is only right that every action, being | 
expressed by a verb, should be accepted as serving a distinctly useful 
purpose, and as such, being Primary, and the means of bringing about an 


‘Apdrva. Consequently, like the verb ‘yajati’ (offers a sacrifice), the 


meaning of the verbs (‘ avahanti’), and the like also have so many distinetly 
useful purposes served by the corn, &c. That is to say, just as the sacri- 
| fieing is accomplished by the material offered, so is the threshing accom- 
plished by the corn that is threshed. And as such the threshing must 
bring about an Apdrva,” 
To the above, we make the following reply :— 


Siddhdnta.—-In the matter of the relationship subsisting between the 
noun and and the verb, that action alone of which we do not perceive any — 
" distinct purpose can be accepted as leading to a transcendental result; 

which cannot be in the case of any other action; and such a supposition 
would be absolutely groundless. That is to say, in all cases where a 
certain action is related to a certain material, inasmuch as no action 
ean be accomplished without a certain material, the material, being in 
the first instance found to bring about the action, is at once taken 
as serving the distinctly visible purpose of accomplishing the action. 
Subsequently, however, in certain cases the action turns upon itself 
and imparts anaid to the material itself (as in the case of threshing 
which serves to purify the corn); while in other cases, the action rests 
within itself, its sole purpose lying in its own fulfilment (as in the 
case of Sacrificing). Andin this latter case{there naturally arises in us 
a desire to know what the use of the action would be ; and as no visible 
purpose is found to be served, we can always assume a transcendental one 
‘(in the shape of an Apdrva). In that case, however, where the action is 
found to have its sole purpose in the fulfilment of a visible purpose~-such. 
as the preparation of rice, for instance,—we can have no business to assume 
a transcendental purpose ; and the Injunction of the action having been 


justified by a visible purpose, the action is not recognised as bringing 
about any transeendental result. 


- Adhikurana I1I(A)—Definition of the Primary Action. 


SUTRA II-i-7. 


, Aded a fasted, af gA, gots 
JUTE N S N | 


w: Yaih, by means of which. gsq Dravyam, a material substance, q Na, 
not, faethe Chikirsyate, is meant to be produced or purified. arf Tani, 
those, guraqane Pradbanabhotani, are primary actions. geaea Dravyasya, of 
the substance, gupaarera Gunabhitatvat, because of being a secondary factor. 


7. Those actions that are not meant to be productive 
or purificatory of materia! substances are Primary, because 
the material substance is a secondary factor.—7. 

. COMMENTARY, 

he reason for this is that those actions which do not serve to 
bring into existence any material substance, or to produce a certain 
peculiarity in a substance already extant—cannot but be regarded as 
bringing about transcendental results, and as such being ‘ primary.’ 


Adhikarana IT1(B).—Defimtion of Secondary Actions. 
SUTRA ILi-8, 


Req xed Praia quaa sda, ae 
qT US N 


È: Yaib, by means of which. q Tu, while. get Dravyam,fa material substance, 
fatear Chikirsyate, is meant to be produced or purified. quar: Gunah, secon- 
dary. aw Tatra, in that case. wala Pratiyeta, should be recognised. qq 
'Fasya, in regard to these. geaqMrreate, Dravyapradhanatvat, on account of the 
material substance being the dominant factor. 


8. While those that tend to produce or purify a 
material substance are tobe recognised as secondary, because 
in regard to these the material substance is the dominant 
factor.—8. 


COMMENTARY. 


Gunes tions however, that either produce a mater tale egs a finn, 
by the Laying,—or accomplish or prepare it,—eg., the preparing of the 
priest by appointment, mor purify it,—-eg., the purifying of the corn by 
threshing, or the preparing of the rice by grinding—are all subsidiary 
ones, because they are always subservient to the preparation of the 
material, | 
Hi Without ‘the aforesaid differentiation of actions into primary and 

secondary, we would have the following anomalies, :— If there were no 
such distinction, even where the material to be offered is the rice of the 
_ Priyangu, the threshing, which would be necessary for the preparation of 
the Priyangu, would come to be applied to this vrihi cor n, because accord- 
ing to that theory the threshing is also a primary action. and as such 
the material mentioned along with it (viz., the vrêhi) could not set aside 
the secondary material; just as in the case of the butter in connection. 
with the prydjas; and consequently the threshing could not be removed 
from the erthi.. Whereas in accordance with the Siddkanta, the secondary 
material would be set aside because the material that is of use in the 
primary action is affected by the preparatory actions also; and hence 
the Priyargu corn to be used at the sacrifice, would certainly have to 
undergo all the processes of threshing, washing, &e, id 

Tt.may be noted here that the distinction of actions into ‘ ‘primary’ 
and ‘secondary’ is distinct from the subject of ‘Anga’ or ‘Sesa’ 
(Subsidiary) and ‘ Atgin’ (Principal); as the former refers to actions alone, 
while the latter is a relationship subsisting between actions on the one 
hand and Substances, Qualities aud Purifications on the other. This 
latter forms the subject-matter of Adhyaya ILI, 


Lheatene IV.—-The character of Primary does not belone g. 
to such actions as the cleaning of the sruba, ete. 
SOPRA 1l-i- to 12. 


Sadat g ad enaA: TIAA 7 WRI 


waart Dharmamiatre, in the case of all actions, g 1u, Dut. RA Karma, 

character of primaty action, ea Syat, there would be, aiii: Anirvritteb, | 
because of the non-fulfilment of auy visible effect, TA HAA, aa as in the 
case of, ap Prayaja sacrifice. j 
` 9, “Actions would have the primary character ; because 


of their not producing any visible effects.” ——9. 


COMMENTARY. 

‘Inthe course of a sacrificial performance there are many such actions 
as the sanctifying of the various implements, Sruva, etc. ; and with regard 
to these the question arises as to whether these should be regarded as 
Primary or Secondary Actions. 

The Parvapaksa view on this point is as follows:—We may ARAT 
those actions as secondary which produce some visible effect, either in 

the shape of a material substance or in that of some perceptible 
change in a substance.. But so far as the purely sanctificatory actions 
are concerned they are uot found to produce any perceptible effect; 
e.g., when a little water is sprinkled over the sugar, the sanctification that 
is produced in it is a purely imperceptible one. Consequently, as these 
actions are not productive of either a material substance or a visible effect, 
we cannot but regard them as “ primary” according to sûtra (7). 


JARAT gat: aA: FATT Bo N 


aeeufeeara Tulyagrutitvat, on account of the {similarity of mention, af 
Va, but. get: Itaraih, to others, q4Ẹ: Sadharmah, similar, erg Syat, should be, 
10. But on account of the similarity of menton 
they should be similar to others.—10. 
COMMENTARY, 

Sûtra (10) represents the Siddhânta view which is as follows :— 

As a matter of fact we find that in all the texts that speak of second- 
ary actions, the material substance, or the effects therein meant to be 
produced, is always expressed by means of words with the accusative end- 
ing; for instance, ‘yrihin avahanti,’ ‘ purodadam prathayati.’ In the texts 
that speak of the actions under consideration we find the same fact, e.g.; 
‘srubam sammarstt. Thus as in both cases the words used are similar, 
there is no reason why the sanctifying of the sruva should not be taken 
in the same category as the threshing of the corn, Thus, even though 
the subsidiary character of such actions is not proved by the appearance 
of any perceptible result, yet we have for it the authority of the Vedic 


word itself. 
“gaT” sft Aq Wee N 


gearqam: Oravyopadegah, (there is) mention of the material substance. 

ale % aq Iti chet, if it be urged. Í 
11.. If it be argued that “there is such mention of 
the material substance [in the case of primary actions 


also]}.”—l1. 


4 


COMMENTARY. 


The HAI on which the Siddhanta has, kosh H is an rot 
accusative ending in ‘sravam’ makes the substance Sruva the predomi- 
nant factor, and thereby makes the action secondary. But as a matter 
of fact, this argument cannot be accepted as conclusive ; as we meet with 
many instances where the accusative ending is used in connection with 
l “the names of materials where the material is distinctly intended to he 
the secondary factor and the action to be the primary factor; eg, such 
sentences as saktiin juhoti, eka kapdlam juhoti. Thus the mere fact of the 
sruwa being mentioned with the accusative ending cannot make the 
| action of its sanctification secondary. 


a, adaa ARTEA a NATA N RN 


f o aq Na, not so aadena Tadarthatvat, because it is for the sake of that, 
wrnaq Lokavat, as in ordinary life, aea Tasya, of the material, v@ Cha, yet. 


ay Aaga SesabhAtaryar, on account of its being subordinate, 


12. It is not so, because it [the second case-ending 
in the passages cited also] denotes the accusative as in ordi- 
nary parlance; and yet the material [denoted by the word 
having the second case-ending] is subordinate [to the 
 action].— 12. 

COMMENTARY. 

According to rules of grammar the il ogi ending iwat denotes 
predominance. As for such expressions as “ saktūn juhoti,” in these 
the accusative ending implies the instrumental, This, however, is only 
a special case accepted for special reasons, and it does not alter the general 
rule that the accusative ending denotes predominance. 

The special circumstances bearing upon the sentence “ sahtün 
juhoti” are thus explained in the Tantravârtika :— 

In the word saktan the Accusative by itself expresses predominance 
only ; but this being found to be incompatible with the rest of the sentence, 
we accept it to indicate its correlative, subserviency. That is to say, by 
its own natural potency, the accusative always expresses the objective, 
in the character of the predominant ; but this natural meaning is: found, 
in the sentence in question, to be incompatible with something more 
authoritative; and as such it cannot be admitted ; then, finding that the 
character of the kdraka or case- -relation is also aloud by the Accusative, 
as its invariable concomitant, we accept this indicated meaning of the 
Accusative, as not incompatible with the rest of the seutence; which thus 
comes to mean that the Saktu has something to do with the accomplishment n 


of the aon But ‘eat generic auerieyy not being of igen use, we naturally 
seek for a specific function of the Saktu ; and thus come to the conclusion — aie 
that it must be taken- as the Instrument, specially in accordance with the 


law that ‘that which is an accomplished entity is laid down for the sake — 
of that which is yet to be accomplished ’—as propounded in Satra VI. i. 1, 

= Question.—“ But in what way do you find the predominance of the 
‘Saktu incompatible with the rest of the sentence ?” 

Reply.— Only that substance is held to be an object of purification, 
or preparation, which has already been ‘utilised or is to be utilised; as for 
the Saktu, it is never going to be used after the Homa; nor has it ever 
been utilised before. That is to say, only that substance which is found to 
have been utilised in some way, or which is to be utilised at some future 
time, is capable of any process of purification; and as such it attains pre- 
dominance with reference to the action, And when the substance concern- 
ed is such as has never been utilised, nor is going to be utilised, any 
purification of that would be absolutely useless ; and hence any injunction 


of such preparation would be wholly purposeless. The Saktu in question — | 


is such that it is never used before the Homa ; nor can it be used after it, 
having been turned into ashes; specially as there is no Injunction as to 
any such ashes of Saktu being used. Under the circumstances, the only 
alternatives that we have are--(1) that the whole sentence is absolutely 
useless, or (2) that the Accusative is to be taken in its indirect sense. And 
the authority of the Veda having been an established fact, there can be 
no hesitation in accepting the second alternative. It is a common fact — 
that the direct meaning of a word is always set aside as mistaken, whens 
ever it is faced by such exceptional circumstances (of incompatibili 
And the acceptance of the indirect meaning of a word is alw ays dué to the 
necessity of avoiding the uselessness of the sentence; otherwise if there 
were no such uselessness, it would be always possible to accept the original 
signification of the word. It is for these reasons that we accept the sen- 
tence in question to be an injunction of a Homa with the Saktu as the 
necessary material, such an Injunction being in keeping with the context 
in which it occurs. 

The practical purpose of the Adhikarana is as follows :— (1) In the 
primary sacrifice, there being many auxiliaries to the cleaning of the sruk, 
we conclude that the number of such auxiliaries must be three only, i in 
accordance with the maxim of the ‘Kapiñjala’ (XLi.38-45) ; ; and hence 
even when there is a multiplication of vessels,—as in the case of the 
hy Pasuchaturmasya,’ only three sruks would have tobe cleaned, in accordance 
with the theory of the Parvapaksa. In accordance with the Siddhanta, 
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on the other hand, all the sruks have to be cleaned ; because of ‘the necessity. 
of repeating the purificatory process with each substance. (2) And again, 
in accordance with the maxim of the ‘Pagu’ (IV.i.11-16), significance at- 
_ taching to the number ‘one,’ only one Paridhi would have to be cleaned, 
according to the Parvapakga; while aceording to the Siddhanta, all the 
 Paridhis would have to be cleaned; and there would be some distinction | 
made in a case where there is a multiplication of Paridhis, (3) And simi- 
| larly, the circling round fire, believed (according to the Pfirvapakga) to 
appertain to one cake, comes (according to the Siddhanta) to apply to all 
the cakes. (4) Similarly, according to the law ‘‘ Vigaye laukikam syât,” 
in the case of the sentence ‘agnimupasamâdhâya stuvate, the cleaning 
would pertain to the ordinary fire, according to the Pûrvapakşa ; while 
according to the Siddhanta, the cleaning of ordinary fire being absolutely 
useless, the cleaning laid down must appertain only to such sacrificial 
fires, as the ‘ Ahavantya’ and the like. 


Adhikarana V. —Mahendrddhikarana ‘ 


The Stuti and the Sastra hymns are primary. 
SUTRAS Il—i—18 to 29, 


D N f 
garada HERA mEn AAE N RA Ul 
awerit: Stutagastrayoh, from the stotra and sastra hymns. @ Tu, in 
reality, grænt: Samskarah, (proceeds) a sanctification. arama Yajyavat, as in 
the case of Yajya hymos. @ararhraraeaat Devatabhidhanatvat, because they 
signify deities. 
13. “ The Stotra and Sastra hymns bring about sancti- 
‘fication like the Yâjyâ hymns, because they distinctly signify 


deities.” — 13. 


COMMENTARY, 

Stotra is the name of those hymns that consist of mantras capable 
of being set to music and sung,—as distinguished from the Sastra which is 
the name given to the hymns consisting of mantras not sung. The case 
of these is brought up as an exception to the general principle laid down 
in the eighth satra above. 

A hymn is that which describes the relationship subsisting between 
an object and its properties ; and as such, in the first instance, it is accom- 

_ plished by such objects and properties ; specially as in the absence of these 
the hymn would be mere words, and not capable of being called 
a “hymn.” Of these two again, inasmuch as the properties described 
do not form part of the action to be performed, they serve no useful pur- 
pose with regard to the action; and as such they are taken absolutely. as 


AIRARANA, St. 14. 


ee Ha NG mes 
è ing: fe purpose of f earionaa the hymn itself, Then the question, 


arises—The hymn thus accomplished, does it serve the purpose of bringe 
ing about an. idea of the object hymned? and as such, is it subservient to 
this latter ? or, is it something independently by itself, leading to a certain 
transcendental result ? 

On this point we have the following Pérvapakga:-—* Inasmuch as 
we actually find the hymns perceptibly bringing about a remembrance 
(of the Deity) that serves to accomplish the sacrifice, we cannot but admit 
them to be subservient to such Deities.” 

SIDDHANTA. 


aia aula aaa E sn 
arg Wee N 


ata Arthena, by its meaning. g Tu, but. aqa Apkrisyata, would be i : 
carried away, Saaranraraardea Deval anamachodanarthasya, to the mention of 


the deities’ name. aarqaearae Gunabhdtatvar, because it would be subservient, 

14. But in that case the hymn would be carried 
away from its sphere by the meaning [purpose served by itl; 
because it would be subservient to the mention of the deities’ 
name.-—14. nad 


COMMENTARY, 


The sûtra points out the fact of the Parvapaksa being contrary to y 
other authorifive evidences. a 
That is to say, if the hymn in question consists of a Mantra, the 
object described in which does not exist at the time, then this object 
would carry away the hymn from its present context, and as such, there 
would be a setting aside of that which is directly laid down. For instance, 
in a case where we have an Injunction laying down the use of a particular 
hymn on a particular occasion, if the Injunction happen to contain the 
name of a Deity—as in the case of a Hymn addressed to Indra being laid 
down as to be sung in connection with the * MAhendragraha ' sacrifice, — 
the Injunction would depend upon the Deity therein mentioned ; and 
hence in a case where that particular Deity (Indra) does not exist (as in 
the case of the Mahendra Sacrifice)}—the particular hymn will have to be 
« carried away from the Mahendra Sacrifice to another sacrifice where 
Indra might exist. And this would be a direct contradiction of what is 
authorised by the order and position of the hymn, &c. The particular 
sequential order that would be contradicted in the present instance is that 
in which the Mantra is laid down as to be recited in the subsequent hymna; 
19 


while ‘the pieitini outed wouid bironta the Pe of the ean 


by the Injunction of the Rathantara, or the garhonlar context in which 


they occur. 


“ gemraay rÅ EE U RKN 


amtaa Vasavat, like the word ‘Vada’ ar Va, but, gong Gunartham, 


qualificatory, enta Syat, eould be, 


15. “But the the word Mahendra could be taken as- 


pointing toa qualification, exactly as in the case of the word 


‘vasa.’ ”—15. 
OMMENTARY. 
The Pfrvapakst offers on exaplanation of the difficulty ver hi 


the ‘Siddhiinta i in the preceding sûtra. 


is The above objection does not apply to the case in question, Be- 
cause a carrying away of the Mantra could be possible only if it mentioned 
something entirely different; in the case in question, however, the hymn 
in question belongs to the same Deity that is referred to by the name 
‘Mahendra’; as the words ‘Indra’ and ‘Mahendra’ are non-different, 
That is to say, the Indra that is hymned by the hymns in question is the 


same that is sacrificed to in the Mahendra sacrifice; and as such, the | 


abject referred to being actually present, wherefore should there be any 
necessity of carrying it away from its context? Nor is it absolutely 
necessary for the Mantra to make mention of every minute detail of 
the object connected with the sacrifice; it is always fotind to mention 
something more or less than that, in accordance with its own capabi- 
lity, and as such it does not matter if the Injunction of the Hymn 


speaks of Indra only, without the qualification ‘Maha.’ For these. 


reasons, the Hymn should be taken as pointing to Indra as apart from any 
attributes, because much significance does not attach to the attributes, as 
the attributes are pointed out by the context itself ;—all this being exactly 
similar to the pointing out of materials apart from qualifications. Nor 
does the Deity consist of the word alone—as we shall show under Chapters 
IX and X. And hence Indra cannot be taken as different from 
Mahendra, simply on the ground of difference between the words. 

The example of the ‘vasa, ‘ barren goat’ is cited in support of this ; 
though for Vayu, the texts lay down the barren goat, the animal, in all 
related mantras, is spoken of as ‘ goat’ only. 

“Thus then, it must be admitted that that which is mentioned by 
the word ‘Indra’ is the same that is mentioned by the word ‘ Mahendra;’ 
specially as there is no reason for assuming the two to be distinct. 


* 


EANNA 


a E i 
A, V ADHIRARANA, Sô. 14. 


l Err a E : . i s % x Ba 
Ki Yonsequently, there being no ground for the charge of the improper 
carrying away of the hymns, these must be admitted to be the subservient 


accessories of the Deity.” 


a, aaferrmaraeanrd lt 2 N 


a Na, this cannot be. x wfaaaarfaeara Srutisamvayitvat, because of the 
connection with the direct word of the Veda, 


16. This cannot be, as the mantra is connected with 


the direct word of the Veda.—16. 
COMMENTARY, 


It has been urged above that the hymns pointing to Indra, as apart 
from all qualifications, there is no need for any carrying away. But. this 
is not so; because the carrying away of the hymns is by no means.avoid- 
able. For, if there were suflicient grounds for holding the identity of 
Indra and Mahendra, then alone would it not be necessary to carry away 
the hymns; as a matter of fact, however, there is a distinct difference 
between the two. 

To explain—In the case of the word ‘Mahendra’ some people seeking 


as ‘Mahan’ + ‘Indrah’ == ‘Mahendrah’ (the Great Indra), and then 
*Mahendro devaté asya’ becomes ‘ MAhendra,’ (that Sacrifice of which the 


*Mahendra® would signify would be that of which the presiding Deity is 
Indra as endowed with the attribute of greatness. But such a connotation 
is not possible; as the signification of a word taken as one complete 
whole is always more authoritive than that which is sanctioned by its 
etymological constructions ; and hence the word ‘Mahendra’ more directly 
denotes a distinct Deity in the shape of Mahendra than it does the ‘ Great 
Indra,’ 

“| Then again, if the word ‘Mahendra’ is broken up etymologically 
(as shown above), there is a distinct syntactical split ; and if, in order to 
avoid this split, the etymological explanation is not resorted to, then the 
word ‘Mahendra’ distinctly denotes something entirely different from 
Indra. 

For these reasons, the word ‘Mahendra’ cannot be explained 
as that Indra is the deity of the sacrifice, and that Indra is qualified by 
greatness. What is possible is that the word be taken as one independent 
whole, independently of the component parts, as iu that case alone could 
the nominal affix be rightly explaind. And thus it is established that 
Mahendra is a deity other than Indra. , 


to establish its identity with the word ‘Indra,’ explain it etymologically — 


Great Indra is the presiding Deity). And in that case what the word 


oS 


- pORvAMIMAMSA-SOTRAS, 1T ADHYAYA. 


‘| Not can it be urged that Indra himself came to be called ‘ Mahendr 


the “Great Indra,’ after he had performed the grand feat of killing Vrittra; wy 


as in that case the Veda, in which the word ‘Mahendra’ | occurs, 
would have a beginning in time. Consequently, the mention of the killing 
of Vritta must be taken as only eulogising ‘ Mahendra ,’ which is a name 
eternal and complete in itself, HA 


UÄ WW 99 N 


agar Vyapadesgabhedat, because of the difference of names. = Cha, 


“also. 


17. Also because of the difference of the (two) 


“naimes.—17. 


COMMENTARY. 
‘Indra’ and ‘Mahendra’ must be regarded as two distinct deities 
for the very sinple reason that the two names are distinct, 


quays: ST NW WS N 


qa: Guyah, the qualification, $ Cha, further, wata: Anarthakah, useless. 


„ama Syat, would be. 


18. And further because the qualification would be 
useless, —18. 
COMMENTARY., 

Whetlier the qualification be eternal or transient (t.e. natural or 
caused), if it be taken only as eulogising Indra, and not a8 enbering into 
his deific character, thenjits mention (in the sentence ‘Mahendragraha,’ &e,) 
would be absolutely useless, Because the only purpose for which a deity 
is spoken of, or enjoined, is to show how the particular action could be 
performed with reference to Him. And whether the qualification be laid 
down or not, when the performauce of the Action would be quite possible 
with regard to mere Indra, there would be no use of laying down the 
qualification. 


AQ mearga: M ge ul 


aur Tatha, As also. arsargtteat: Yajyapuroruchoh, In the case of the Yajya 

and the Puroruch mantras. 

19. As also in the case of the Yajya and the Puroru- 

ch mantras.—19. 
VAAR COMMENTARY. 

The Yajyé and the Puronuvâkyâ mantras are recited at sacrifices. 

By means of the Yajya mantras offerings to the Deities ave thrown into 

the fire; and by means of the Puronuvakya mantras the Deities are invoked. 

Both these sets of mantras make mention, either directly or indirectly, of 


particular Deities to whom they are severally applicable. Now as regards 
the deities Indra and Mahendra, we find that the Yajy& and the Puronu- 
vakya mantras for Indra differ from those of Mahendra. From this also 
it is clear that Indra and Mahendra are two distinét Deities. 

On this Sdtra Mr, Kunte makes the following observations :-~ 

“ Jaimini uses the term Puroruch in the Sûtra. Tt deserves to be 
specially considered. Agvalayana in his Srauta Süme (L5, TON Sok) 
states that there are seven riks of the name of Puroruch. These piks 
are not to be met with in the printed edition of the Rigveda Sambita. 
There is a separate Adhyfya called Nivid-kuntdpa, which» gives the 
Puroruch verses. ‘These last ave not in any way connected with the Yajya- 
yantra. But the term “ Paroruch ” is used in the Sûtra in connection 
with the Yajya, while the Puroruch-mantras arë to be recited on the 
occasion of the repetition of what is known as Prauga Shastra. Hence 
commentators interpret ““Puroruch’”’ verses into Puronuvakyé VOTSCB. os sees 
DAMM CRAY Ware VGH wa Nee ae KURAS NNE REA UE YO LORY With regard to the use of 
the term “Puroruch” in the sense of Puronuyakya we believe that the Satra 
offers a difficulty which can he solved only on the supposition that the 
Sûtra has been incorrectly handed down.” 


Imara ÅAR Ww Re N 


qarara, Vasayam, in the case of the word “Vasa.” a@emarara Arthasama- 
vayat, because the thing is in contact, } 


90.. In the case of the word *“ Vasa,” because the thing 
is in contact (with our perceiving senses,—what has been 
urged above in Sûtra 15 cannot be accepted as right).—20. 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been urged above in Sfitra 15, that the object laid down as 
the “barren goat” is subsequently spoken of as “ goat ” only, and hence 
the qualification ‘barren,’ and also ‘goat’ must be taken as qualifying 
the object, and not as having any independent*significance. But the fact 
is that such objects as the * barren goat’ and the like, help the sacrifice, 
by their material forms ; and as such all their specifications being directly 
perceptible, when it is found that the purpose is equally served by ‘the 
use of a generic form ‘ goat’ only, the Mantra does not attach much 
importance to the actual words ‘‘barren goat” employed in the fore- 
going Injunction. 


“aay miaa ST” MR? N 


‘ag Yatra, wherever. eff lti, there. ar Va, but. aiana Arthavatvåt, 
because distinctly useful purpose would be served. eang Syat, it could be, 


E 


Ponra MİNAMSA-SÜTRAS: 1 ADE vaya. | 


et aera neni yates 


erent te tet ett 


21. “There may is [a carrying away ue the! hymn i in 
question] to an action wherever mere Indra might be the 
Deity, and as a distinctly useful pr urpose would be served 

by it [there can be nothing objectionable in it]. eq i 
COMMENTARY, 

The Stitra may be interpreted in two ways: (2) Phe Paranal 
could be rightly renounced only if it were found to be opposed to @ strong 
authority. Asa matter of fact, however, it is not so; because the Liiga 
(Indicative Power) of the words of a hymn is certainly much stronger than 
that of order or Goatees etc.; and hence we cannot very well give up the 
Parvapaksa theory.’ 

(iz) “The word ‘Indra,’ being a part of the wend ‘Mahendra, ’ 
could be taken as signifying the sense of the latter compound; as by so 
doing we reconcile the otherwise contradictory bearings of the Linga and 
the Krama; just as we have in the case of the word ‘ Agni’ as occurring in 
the Manot hymn (vide X. iv. 42), ‘That is to say, it would not be necessary 
to remove the Hymn; as on account of close proximity, we could accept 
the part ‘Indra’ to indicate the whole ‘Mahendra,’ specially as in so 
doing we avoid the contradiction between Linga and Krama, and also the 
necessity of having to presume a transcendental eresult (for the hymn). 
For instance, in the case of the Agnishomiya, though we find the word 
‘Agni’ alone in the ‘ Manota Mantra’ yet, finding from context that it 
forms part of a compound (‘Agnisoma’) we accept it as indicating 
‘Soma’ also and as such affording the sense of the whole compound,” 
“ Gonsequently there is nothing incompatible, even if we do not 


remove the Hymn from its place,” 


a caTeaayg Il RR IN 


ag Na Tu, this could not be. SIRÈN, Amnatesu, with those that are laid 
down in the scriptures. 
29, This could certainly not be the ease with those 
[mantr as] that are laid down in the Vedas.—-22.' 
COMMENTARY. 

A transference of passages, phrases or words consists in reading and 
interpreting the same together, though they occur in different parts of the 
treatise. The words or phrases transferred are simply redundant and 
useless, An illustration :—- 

“ (Fle) repeats the Yamya mantras.” 

“ (He) repeats the Shipivistavati mantras,” 

|“ (He) repeats the Pityi-devata mantras.” 


V ADHIKARANA, Sd. 23. 


These mantras are to be repeated on the occasion of the third — 
Soma-libation of the Agnistoma sacrifice, They constitute the Agni 
manota Sastra which is described in the Aitareya Bréhamana (IIL. 27), 
where it is considered whether the mantras are to be transferred back- 
wards and forwards or not. The Sanskrit: word for backward transference 
is ‘apakarga’ and for forward transference is Utkarsa. The ases of 
Utkarsa or Apakarga are mentioned in the Vedas. Therefore we can 
not adjust or arrange them ; the Vedas help themselves. ) 

As a matter of fact, we find that in many places we do not find the 
same meaning in all Mantras that are laid down in that’ connection, when. 
these latter are removed from that context. For instance, in the ease of 
the sentence ‘YAmyab dahsanti’ and the like—inasmuch as Yama is not 
the Deity of the other Grahas, if the Mantras laid down in that context were 
to be removed from there, they could not point to him. And as in that 
ease the very Injunction of these could be useless, it would be necessary 
to admit the fact of their leading to transcendental results. And this may 
be said of all similar cases was the one in question). And hence we cannot 
accept the hymn to be merely subservient to the Deity. 


“gA” MRN 
93.. “ But such is actually found to be the case.”—23. 
COMMENTARY. 

This Sûtra proceeds to show that the removing of the Mantra would 
not make any injunction useless. ; 

“ Though Yama, etc., are not the Deities of the Grahas, yet they could 
be indicated by the Mantras, as being of use in other actions. Tor instance, 
(1) the Mandfika hymn is used in the Agni, as it is therein laid down 

that the fire is to be drawn in with Mandûka Sûkta ; (2) the Aksastikta 
is employed in the Râjasûya, as therein it is laid down that the gambl- 
ing is done with the dice (aksa}; (3) the Masikasikta is employed 
in the Ekâdasin as in this the sentence ‘ Akhustu, etc.,’ having des- 
cribed the connection of a certain place, this makes the hymn one 
eulogising that place. As for the ‘Kushumbka’ and other hymns, if 
we do vot find any particular use of these, we can accept them as having 
their use in those cases where the general term) ‘Mantra’ is used in the 
Tnjunction (and no particular Mantra is specified); as for instance, we 
Ani that all Mantras are laid down as to be employed in the Vasastoma. 
So too in the case of the Advina sacrifice it is laid down that in case the 
sun should rise before the sacrifice is finished, all Rik verses should be 
recited (as an expiatory rite), In cases like these, however, inasmuch: as 


we find that the Matas laid down do not tention any object that appears 
in the sacrifice i in its material form, we have to accept the fact of thoir 
loading to transcendental results. But because a iranseendental result ` 
is admitted in one case, that is no reason why we should reject a ‘visible 
purpose, even where it is present, and always assume a transcendental one. 
For instance, because the reciting of the Vaisnavi verse is found to serve 
only a transcendental purpose, it does not follow that only transcendental 
results follow also from that of the Yajyé and the like, which are found 
to serve distinctly visible purposes. | 


ata ar qiatararetan ca afatet zaic 
reer n Re n 


mar Api va, it is not so, yigArma Srutisamyogat, because of direct 
mention. tär Prakarane, appearing in the context, wtfadeaadt Stautisharbsats, 
such words as “Stauti’” and “ Samsati,'! faateia Kriyotpattim, production 
of transcendental result, faavarara Vidadbyatam, could bring about. 


24. The above position is not tenable, as on account 
of the direct mention in the Veda [of the locative and the 
genitive, etc.], such words as ‘stauti’ and ‘samsati’ appear- 
ing in the context should be taken as bringing about trans- 
cedental results [Apfirva].”—24. 

COMMENTARY. 


It has been urged that like the word ‘Agni’ in the Manota, the 
the word ‘Indra’ would indicate the sense of the compound, * Mahendra,’ 
But this is not correct ; as there being nothing incompatible in the 
directly expressed meaning of the word ‘Indra,’ there is no reason why 
it should give up that meaning, and take to indirect Indication. And 
then again, as it, would always be possible, by some sort of an indirect 
indication, to find a visible result for all that is held to be leading 
to transcendental results,—this process of interpretation is by no means 
allowable. 


‘Then again, it has been urged that there would be nothing wrong, 
even if the hymn were removed from its place. But it is not so; because 
Direct Assertion, defined by the proximity, distinetly points to the fact 
of the Hymn in question forming a part and parcel of the hymns. with 
which it is mentioned. As for the functioning of Linga, it can have no 
injunctive potency, until the recognition of a general relationship 
(between the Mantra and Deity). cha a 


—— 


1 PADA, V ADHIKARANA, 80. 24. 


T And further, the various case-endings that we come across~~-viz., the 
locative in “Kavatishu stuvati,’ the genitive in ‘ Indrasya viryani’ and the 
accusative in “ Praugam samsati ”—-as also the words ‘ Stauti’ ‘ Samsati’ 
and the like, would have their direct meaning only according to our 
theory, according to you, they will have to be taken as signifying some- 
thing else. That is to say, the action of denoting the qualification and the 
qualified resting in tho letters of a word, thus alone could the presence 
of the locative be explained. If, on the other hand, the Kavati were taken 


jas serving the purpose of pointing out the Deity, then the word would 
\ have to appear with the Instrumental ending. 


Then again, the Injunction or Bhavana of eulogy in the word 
‘ Stauti,’ and ‘ Samsati ’-~is cognised as extending over a definite period of 
time ; and in this Injunction, the denotation of the root serves as the 
means ; while all other nouns, with several endings, come to be related; 
only in so far as they help in the fulfilment of what is signified by the root. 
Thus then, when the mantras serve the purpose of accomplishing the hymns, 
then, inasmuch as they accomplish something that is desired, they serve a 
purpose laid down in the scriptures, and as such come to have a distinetly 
useful end; when they do the manifestation of the Deity, on the other 
hand, they do something that'is not Jaid down in the scriptures; and as 
such are found not to serve any apparent purpose. Hence it is more, 
reasonable by far to have the hymns serving distinctly useful purposes. 

Further, for us, the genitive (in ‘Indrasya viryéni, _ete.) directly 
expresses the subordinate character of the deity ; and that which is sub- 
ordinate cannot be the predominant factor; hence it being impossible 
for the Deity to be the predominant factor, the mantras cannot be taken 
as subservient to them ; and consequently predominance must be attributed 
to the Hymn. If, in the case in question, predominance belonged to the 
Deity, then, as it would be expressible by a noun only, the word mentioning 
it would be found with the nominative ending, which could not express any- 
thing else,—as we find in the sentence “ agnirmurdha,” etc., ete. In the 
case in question, however, even that which we find having the nomina- 
tive ending is actually found,—on account of the fact of the homogeneity 
of the sentence as preceded by the capability of the words used,—to be 
for the purpose of expressing the connection of the qualification; as for 
instance, ‘ Indra yAto jangamasyavasitasya raja.’ And as there is. no use 
of the qualifications, these cannot be accepted as the predominant factor ; 
and hence the only reasonable course open to us is to accept the word 
expressive of the Deity to the subservient to the hymn, which latter cannot 


be taken as subserviently pointing out the Deity. 
20 


| “And thus the words ‘Stauti, and ‘Sarasati’ cannot, in any way, 
be taken as serving the purpose of the indirect indication (of the Deity) ; 
and as such predominance must be attached to the eulogistic Hymn 


only. 

WETTTRATEA RYN 
25. Also because of the distinctness implied by the 
word.-—-25. ra 
Nana OCMMENTARY. 

We find it declared in the Veda that “the Agnistoma is accompa- i 
nied by twelve hymns;” and here the mention of the number ‘ twelve’ 
shows that each hymn is distinct by itself. [fit were not so, and if : 
all the hymns equally served the purpose of pointing out the Deity, there _ 
could be no mention of the number ‘twelve. If, on the other hand, ; 
_ the manifestation. of the Deity by all the Hymns be not accepted to be 
‘identical, a distinct Deity could come to be pointed out by each verse, and 
by each word; and thus being innumerable, they could not be spoken 
“of as“ twelve.’ 


ATAF A AZTAR tt RA N 


/ adk, Anarthakam, useless. r, Cha, also. ag waa, ‘Tadyachanarn, the 
mention of it. 
26. The mention of it would also be useless.—26. 
COMMENTARY. ae 
In the case of such sentences ‘Agneyagraha bhavanti,’ and then 
as again, ‘agneyisu stuvanti’; the Vedic sentence being enough 
for the purposes of pointing out the fact of the « Agneyi-mantras” 
being the means of hymning Agui, there would be absolutely no use 
for the second sentence. ` That is to say, if the word ‘ Agneyt’ only seryed 
the purpose of pointing out the fact of Agni being the Deity, then the 
employing of these hymns would be enjoined by the first- sentence itself ; 
and there would be no use for the second sentence. As a matter 
of fact, however, the second sentence should be taken as serving, the 
purpose of pointing out the Hymn as an Independent Action, 


BIT: Tatra WAI N 


gen: Anyab, different. @, Cha, also. ‘gq: Arthah signification. 
ara, Pratiyate, is recognised. ea 
= 27. The signification of the two hymns is also recog- 
hised to be different.—27. 


+. 


T PADA, V ADHIKARAŅA, 8a. 29, 


| COMMENTARY. 


The Vedic text “ sambadhdhe vå stotra-shastre” (the Stotra and the - 


Shastra hymns are related) shows that the Veda recognises a differencé 
between the two; as it is only when two things are different that they 
can be related to one another, Now, if both the hymns were to serve 
the same purpose of signifying the Deity (Indra), there would be practically 
no difference between the two. They can, on the other hand, be 
regarded as distinct only if each of them serves the purpose of accom- 
plishing a.distinct Apfrva. Thus we have the authority of the Veda 
itself in support of the view that the two hymns accomplish distinet 
transcendental results and are, as such, Primaries. 


ANTI a RATT URS N 


aati, Abhidhanam, mention, =, Cha, also. aaa, Karmavat, like | 


that of the Primary Actions. ' 
28. Their mention also is similar to the mention 
of other Primary Actions,— 28. 
COMMENTARY. 

(7) In the text ‘pra-ugam samsati,’ inasmuch as the Pra-nga- 
Hymn is spoken of by means of the accusative, this would be another 
argument in favour of the view that the hymn is a ‘primary by itself, 
The principal action is always such as is desired for its own sake 
(and as such accompanied by the accusative ending)—eg., ‘agnihotrm 
juhoti,’ ‘AghAramAgbarayati’ ete.. This could not be the case with the 


subsidiary actions, which are wholly subordinated to others, and as. auch’ 


not desired in themselves. 

(ii) The Sftra may be explained in another way. The very men 
tion of the two names ‘Stotra’ and ‘Sastra’ is meant to point to the fact 
of these being principal actions; otherwise the word used should have 
been prakâgana (mainfestation) only; or there would be no name at 
all, asin the case of the words ‘avabanti’ and the like. “ 


RRAN Re N 


29. Then again there is. fulfilment of the re- 
sult.” —29, 
COMMENTARY. ; 
We find in the Mantras composing the hymns in question requests 
for the fulfilment of certain desirable results.. The particular desirable 
results that are asked for in the Mantra would be possible only if the 


E m Ba nET AML MBSA ASA, AEL i ALARA dy eNO AUS At PA ROR UNAS A NUN! = - i ilussie 


from it in another 


hymn were a principal action by itself; because, requests are always 
preferred to one who occupies the predominant position. According to 
to you, on the other hand, the results would be asked for from the Deity, 
which you hold to be the predominent factor, asin the case of ordinary 
sacrifices: because so long as the Master (Principal factor-Deity) exists, 
noone would think of prefering his request to the servant (the subsi- 
diary hymn which serves the purpose of manifesting the Deity). 
GENERAL OBSERVATIONS ON THE ADHIKARANA. l 

The above is an exposition of the Adhikarana according to the 
Bhâsya. The Tantravartika, however, takes exception to this exposition 
and contends that Indra and Mahendra are the names of the same Deity, 
arguing that in the compound Mahendra the two factors ‘Mah@’ and ‘ Indra’ 
do not, as the Bhasya holds, function simultaneously ; and therefore by 
the gradual functioning of these two factors all that the word ‘ Mahendra’ 
denotes is Indra qualified by greatness. Thus the main position of the 
Parvapaksa remaining unshaken, the Sidhdnt? must have recourse to 
another line of argumentation with a view. to the effectual refutation of 
the Parvapaksa. 

Tbe following is the Siddhanta as explained by the Vartika ;— 

Aga matter of fact, the Deity enters into the sacrifice, not in its 
material form, but in the verbal (ze. in the form in which it happens 
to be mentioned in the Scriptural Injunction) ; consequently, inasmuch 
as it is by the word ‘ Mahendra’ that the Deity is mentioned, we cannot 
but accept’ Mahendra as the Deity. Even if the meanings of the two words 
‘Indra and ‘Mahendra’ be identical,--the deity in the particular Saeri- 
fice in question must be that which is spoken of by the word ‘ Mahendra’ 
in accordance with the law laid down in the Satra: ‘ Vidhishabdasya 
mantratve, &c.,’ (X. iv. '23)—and none other. And hence the character 
of. the deity could not belong even to those mentioned by such names’ 
as’ * Brihadindra,’ ‘&c.,—words that are more akin to ‘ Mahendra’ than 
to ‘Indra ’—to say. nothing of such other words as ‘Indra ’ and the like. 
When we find acertain Deity in a certain form laid down in connection 
with a ‘certain sacrifice,—even though the Deity be the object denoted, 
and not the merely ‘ verbal’ form, yet, if we find the slightest difference 
otherwise expressed, we cannot admit this to be the 


* 


Deity of that sacrifice. 
That is to say, the character of the Deity is such as is not cognisable 
by the ordinary means of cognition, Sense-perception and the like; 


zua ‘hence tbe only means of knowing it is afforded by Vedic Injunction: 


a 
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‘atone ; hence we can be assured of the fact of the sacrifice having been per- 
formed in due accordance with the Injunction in the Veda, only when we 
actually find that the Deity invoked has been exactly the same as is there- 
in laid down. If, however, the slightest difference is made in that,—the 
functioning of the Injunction having ceased ‘with the laying down of 
the real Deity, &c.,—wwe will have to look for another authority for this 
slightly different Deity; but as a matter of fact, there is no such autho- 
rity; and as such the invocation of that Deity cannot but be unautho- 
ritative. This will be explained later on, where it is shown that ‘Agni is 
the Deity of the Ashtâkapâla, and not of the Ajya, because with regard 
to the latter Agni is not laid down as the Deity. In accordance with 
this rule (1) when the Injunction has spoken of Indra as the Deity, the 
deific character cannot be attributed to Agni, (2) when Indra is laid down 
as the Deity of Soma, he cannot be the Deity of the Cake, (3) when 
Indra is laid down as the Deity of the pounded Soma, he cannot be the 
Deity of the creeper itself, (4) when pure Indra is laid down as the Deity, 
we cannot have him as qualified by some attributes; so in the same 
manner, when we find the Injunction laying down the qualified ‘ Great- 
Indra’ (Mahendra) as the Deity, we cannot take Indra alone.. — ù 
Another reason for this is that, inasmuch as in the Injunction in 
question, the Deity is predicated of something else, due significance 
must be attached to its qualifications and adjuncts: specially as no 
such significance could be attached to them, only in case the Deity 
were that with regard to which something else was predicated. -That 
is to say, if in the matter of the relationship expressed by the nominal 
affix (in ‘ Mahendra’), the Deity were that with regard to which it was 
predicated, then we could not attach any importance to the mention of its 
attributes. If, however, the Deity were not predicated, it would not have 
the character of the Deity, and hence we cannot but admit it to be predicat- 
ed. And as such, due significance must be attached to its qualifications ; 
hence the removal of the qualification would do away with’ the very. 
character of the Deity. For instance, in such sentences as—‘ the white- 
clothed persons should be fed,’ ‘ the red-turbaned priests pass along,’ “ the 
person with the stick repeated the ‘ Praisa Mantras’ ”—if we take away 
the qualification, what is left behind ceases to form a material part of the 
sacrifice. If, however, the qualifications were such as having something 
else predicated of them-—eg., “ bring in those that have white clothing” —- 
the. men could very reasonably be brought even without the white clothing 
(which they night lay aside before coming in). Hence, in.the ease in 
question, even if the Deity were to enter into the sacrifice, in its material 


form, we could not accept it as without its qualification ; asa matay of fact, 
however, we find that it helps the sacrifice, in its verbal form,---and 
consequently anything else, that would be mentioned by a word apart 
from the Injunction, could not be recognised as the prescribed Deity. 

And further, when the Deity is mentioned by means of a compound 
it would not be open to the fault of the Injunction referring to more than 
one thing. Hence the Deity that would belong to the ‘Mahendragraha’ 
could never be mentioned by the word ‘Indra.’ That which is mentioned 
by this latter word can never be the Deity of that sacrifice ; and as such in 
the ease of an injunction of this sacrifice, any mention of that Deity would 
be absolutely useless. 

Thus then we find that the sense of sûtra 16 comes to be that the 
cognition of the Deity depends upon actual verbal expression ; and the 
fact of a certain word expressing the Deity comes to be accepted only if it 
is found that such expression is in keeping with the character of the 
Nominal Affix. Hence we conclude that there isa distinct difference be- 
tween the deities ‘ Indra’ and ‘ Mahendra.’ 
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Adhikarana VI.--The non-injunctiveness of Mantras. 
SUTRA 80-81, 


‘ARa N zo N 


fafarerat: Vidhinantrayoh, ofthe vidhi and the mantra. wart birds i 
samé purport. asata Aikagabdvat, because of same words. 


30. The Vidhi and the Mantra must have the same 
purport because they contain the same words.’’—30. 


ate at anana Aarne FTA We N 


siqar Api Va, ro. qatneravata Prayogasamarthyat, because of its function- 
ing, during action, aṣ: Mantrah, mantra. spyuraareft Abhidhanavachi, ex- 
pressing mere direct meaning. ma Syat, should be, 

31. It isnot so because the mantra functions only 
during Action, it must be taken as expressing only its direct 
meaning.—31. 

‘iin COMMENTARY. 
We have seen in the preceding Adhikaranas that the whole question 
of an action being primary or secondary turns’ ultimately upon the exact 


In this connection a further question arises as to whether or not every 


verb that we meet with in the Veda enjoins an action. As regards the _ He 


Acne 


verbs that appear in the purely injunctive passages there can be no such 
doubt; they do enjoin actions; and the only ati with regard to these 


‘is as to these actions being primary or secondary. But when we come to. 


mantras it is clearly doubtfal whether or not the verbs contained in these 
‘enjoin any actions. 


In accordance with the Bhasya, the Adhikarana is explained as fol 


lows :—-Taking for example certain Mantras, there arises a question as to 
whether or not the verbs occurring in them serve the purpose of enjoining, 
as do those occurring in the Brahamana passages. And on this, the posi- 
tion of the Parvapaksa is that, inasmuch as the words in the Mantra are 


the same as those in the Brihamana, there is no reason why the former 


should not have the injunctive potency. And this is met by the Siddhanta, 
which holds that, inasmuch as it is a Mantra, and has its subject already 
laid down in other passages, it cannot have any injunctive potency ; hence 
all that the Mantra does at the time of the performance of the sacrifice is to 


recall to the mind that which has been previously laid down in the 


ng of verbs contained in the Vedic passages relating to the actions. — 


\ 


Braihamana passages. ‘hat is to say, the action, Goyâga, for instance, _ 


spoken of in the mantra is not different fiom the same action mentioned 


in the Brahamana, because it is actually recognised as the same; nor does 


the mantra lay down any accessories of the action (with regard to which it 
might be taken to have an injunctive potency); nor, lastly, can it be 
taken as containing an eulogy of something enjoined in another sentence; 
because the Mantra is an independent sentence altogether, and as such 
cannot be taken along with any other sentence. 

In contradistinction to serving the purpose of recalling to the 
mind that which has been laid down elsewhere, all that the Mantra could 
be taken as, would be as an Injunction or an Arthavada. As matter of fact, 
however, neither of this is possible. In the first place, the form of the, 
action, that would form the object of injunction, is already known as laid 
down elsewhere; as for its accessories, in the shape of the material, the 
result and the occasion, none of these is mentioned in the Mantra, which 
therefore can not be taken as laying down these. Secondly, when the 
Injunction in the case occurs in another (Brahamana) passage, which has 
all its needs already fulfilled, it is not possible for the Mantra to he taken’ 
as an ArthavaAda to that Injunction. This we have already explained under 
the Adhikarana on Mantras (Adhydya I). For these reasons, mantras should: 
be taken only as recalling what has already been enjoined elsewhere. 
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‘Kamara has taken exception to the above eae of the Adhi- 
karana and this on the following grounds :-—— 

(L) What reason is there by which the injunctive potency of the 
verb is supressed simply by the fact of its occurring in the mantra, and 
is enlivened by appearing in the Brahmana? We actually find verbs 
in mantras serving the purposes of injunction, e.g, “ Vasantdya kapii- 
jalanalabhate’ ; and conversely there are, sometimes, verbs occurring in 
the Brahmana, not having the injunctive potency :—e.g., “ Yasyobhayam 
havirartimarchhet, ete.” Therefore there can be no such absolute rule 
as has been shown in the above Sidhanta. 

(2) Further, if the mantra be taken as supplementary to the Brah- 

mana, simply on the ground of the action having been enjoined in the 
latter, why coald not we take the Brahmana injunction itself as simply 
yecalling the action previously enjoined by the mantra? That is to say, 
there is no special reason whereby it could be ascertained whether the 
mantra, having its injunctive potency suppressed by the fact of the Action 
having been enjoined by the Brahmana, should serve the purpose of recal- 
ling the action thus enjoined, or vice versa. Thus then, we conelude 
that, inasmuch as neither the Mantra nor the Bréhmana is capable of 
being taken as supplementary,—specially as there is no feature in either 
that could point it out as distinctly supplementary,—both are equally in- 
junctive. And as for the repetition of the same Injunction—as occurring 
in the Mantra and in the Brihmana—we can take the two as two distinct 
actions. As forthe fact of the one being recognised to be the same as 
the other, we shall explain this under the ‘‘ Abhyâsâdhikaraņa ” (V. ii. 
23, ete.) Therefore the non-iajunctive character of the Mantras cannot 
be taken as established in the above manner. 

Some people assert that, inasmuch as the mantras are laid down 
by the Brahinanas, as instrumental in the performance of sacrifices,— 
exactly as the ‘corn, ete. are,—they cannot haye any injunctive 
potency ; just as the corn, eto., have none. 

But these people also have only been led astray by a misleading sem- 
blance between the two cases. Because the mere fact of the mantra being 
laid down in the Brahmana as to be employed in the sacrifice cannot do 
away with ifsinjunctive potency. ‘Therefore the mantras would serve 
the injunctive purpose ; and also, on account of their being laid down in 
the Brahmaya, serve to recall that which has been enjoined by the Brah- 
mana. Because there is no authoritative law which lays down that that 
which has beeu laid down as to be employed cannot serve the purposes 
of an Injunction, specially if it happens to be naturally endowed with the 
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bring forward the fact of its having been laid down as to be employed, 
for the purpose of denying that potency ; because much reasoning is not 


required in denying what is impossible. Nor is there any self-contra+. 
diction in the fact of the mantra performing both the functions. For in- 


stance, even the Brahmana, though in itself injunctive, could serve the 
purpose of recalling something enjoined elsewhere; this we shall explain 
under the Sutra V. i. 16 

And further, in the case of those mantras that are not laid down 
in any Brahimana passage, as to be employed in a sacrifice, your argu- 
ment being inapplicable, there would be no ground for denying the 
injunctive potency of these. Hence even this argument of yours does 
not help in the matter. 

Asa matter of fact, however, there is no necessity of bringing in 
the mantras, specially in the present Adhikarana, as they have no parti- 


cular connection with the present context. Hence we explain the Adhi- 


karana otherwise as follows :— 


Verbs have been declared in the preceding Adhikarana to be of 
two kinds only-~the Primary and Subsidiary. And the question now. 


started is as to whether there are only these two methods of the functioning 
_ of verbs; or there is yet another method. And the position of the Pûrva- 
pakga is that there is no third method. 

In reply to this Parvapaksa, we have the following :-— 


Siddhdnta,—Sitra (31): But because of the power of usage, the 


mantra would express only the direct meaning. 

There is a third method—that of denotation. Just consider the 
following: Those verbs that have their injunctive potency destroyed by the 
presence of such words as ‘ yat ` and the like (words which make that whieh 
they precede, an Uddesya, and which therefore can never be the Vidheya or 
object of injunction) must, in all cases, serve the purpose of simple Deno- 
tation. That is to say, whether the verb occurs in the Mantra or in the 


Brahmana, when its injunctive potency happens to be set aside by the, 


presence of another word, then, in that case, the verb. must be admitted 
to be denotative. 

Rxamples—(1), In ‘ na tanasganti, ete., the Injunctive having become 
suppressed by the word ‘ yat,’ becomes supplementary. (2) In ‘ahe budhniya 
mantram me gopåya, the suppression is by the vocative ending. (3) In 
‘“dami grihņâmi, itis done by the First Person ending. (4) In ‘yadi 
somamapahareyuh’ it is done by the word ‘yadi, 

21 


injunctive potency. If, however, ‘the presence of this potency in the i; 
mantra be denied absolutely,—then it would be altogether needless to 
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Kaipaan i iratai bheanas 


The fact is that such instances occur mostly in mantras; and that 

is the reason why the Bhasya has mentioned mantras ‘only ; specially 
as itis a common idea that mantras are not injunctive. In Brihmanas, 
on the other hand, there are many Injunctive affixes, and that is why the 
Brahmana is commonly known to be injunctive. And it is only in very 
few instances that the Brahmanas are not injunctive ; that is the reason 
why no Brahmana passage has been cited as an instance, 

In the matter of the Brihmana or the Mantra being injunctive or not, 
there is no other reason save that which has been explained above (viz., 
the presence or absence of such words as ‘yat’ and the like); and the 
‘presence and absence of the injunctive potency is not determined by the 
fact of the sentence being a Mantra or a Braéhmana, a 

But we do perceive the following point of difference between the 
Mantra and the Brahmana: In the case of the Brihmana, the injunctive 
potency of the verb occurring in it having been suppressed by the above- 
mentioned causes, this verb comes to be recognised as serving the purpose 
of pointing out something which affords the occasion for another action ; 
and the mere verbal form of the Brahmana is not capable of being em- 
ployed in the sacrifice. In the case of the Mantra, on the other hand, as 
soon as we learn its form—such as ‘dami,’ ‘ gribnimi, ‘agnin vihara,’ ete., 
eto., we at once realise that even the verbal form can serve the purpose 
of recalling certain actions ; and hence we come to the conclusion that the 
words of the Mantras are to be used in the sacrifice. Because in the por- 
formance of actions, it is necessary that there should be a recalling (or 
remembering) of certain things ; and inasmuch as this recalling cannot be 
done by any means other than Mantras (vide Mantradhikarana Adhyéya 
I) we find it only accomplished by such mantras as have no other 
function. That is to say, at the time of the performance of a sacrifice, 
nothing can be duly performed, unless it is duly remembered ; and thus 
the recalling of certain things being absolutely necessary, it would stand 
in need ofa fit means of its accomplishment; and it would begin to 
take up such means as either the recalling of the words of the inj unctive 
Brahmana passage, or the recalling of what has been performed in the 
precoding moment, or the remembering of the Kalpasdtra bearing on the 
point, or the recalling of the very sentence which gave the first idea of 
that action, or a certain witnessing priest chiefly employed for that pur- 
pose. Consequently when, at such a time, it is found that there are cer- 
tain mantras mentioned in the context, which have no other purpose to 
gerve,—and which are taken along with the injunctive sentence, with a 
vague general notion that something might be done by them,—and it is 
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realised that these mantras are just the sort of sentences that are required. 
for the purpose of reminding,—we come to infer, on the strength of Linga — 
and Context, a Sruti passage laying down the employing of these mantras ; 
and then these come to serve the purpose of simple Denotation. And it is 
also ascertained that it is only when we perform the action as recalled by 
these mantras that the proper desirable results follow. 

Now we have to explain the Bhasya in accordance with the above 
interpretation of the Adhikarana. The assertion of the Bhasya-—‘‘ Na, 
asakridapyuchcharane tatparyat’’—does not refer to the fact of the Action 
having been already enjoined elsewhere, What it means is that on 
account of the presence of the word “yat,” the verb in the mantra dis- 
tinctly says that the mantra speaks of something laid down elsewhere. If 
the verb, with the words ‘ yat’ ete., be uttered even a hundred times, it 
can never, by itself, give rise to any idea of an Apiirva ; and it ison account 
of this fact that we have the idea of the action being laid down elsewhere. 

Prabhakara’s view of this Adhikarana is thus expressed in the 
Brthati : -- 

From the very nature of mantras it is clear that they cannot he 
taken as injunctions ;—heing, as they are, entirely devoid of any kind of 
injunctive word ; also because all mantras are found, either syntactically 
or by direct declaration, or by indirect implication, constructed along with 
other passages, which are injunctions. So if the mantras themselves were 
to enjoin another action, there would be two actions enjoined by what is 
practically only one ‘sentence.’ Nor are the mantras found to contain 
any praise or deprecation; so they cannot be taken as ArthavAda, 
With all this, however, the mantras cannot be regarded as absolutely 
meaningless or useless ; forming an integral part of the Veda, they must 
serve some purpose, must have some meaning, expressing something that 
is needful in the actions prescribed by the injunctive passages, 


'  Adhikarana VII.—(Definition of Mantra). 


SOTRA II. 1. 82, 


aca ATENT N 33 Ui 


agag Tachchodakesu, tending to that. aeamgar sagas lca the name 
mantra is applied, 


_ 82. The name Mantra is applied to ee that serve 
the purpose of denoting things connected with prescribed 
actions.—32. 


MIMAMSA-SOTRAS. TI ADHYAYA, 


PORV. 


i if COMMENTARY. HY MAUNA AYE 

The preceding Satra containing the word ‘ Mantra’ leads the author 

to define the Mantra. ‘I'he definition herein provided is that it isa name 
- given to those Vedic passages which indicate things connected with the 
performance of actions. All the commentators are, however, agreed that 
this definition is only a tentative one, put forward for the sake of con- 
venience, and no precise definition of mantra is possible. Later writers 
have sought to define itas the instrument of offering. But the substances 
offered, the various implements used, and such other accessories of the sac- 
‘rifice are all as much instruments of offering as the mantras, It is for this 
reason that the more logical writers on Mimâmsâ have contented themselves 
with explaining mantra as aname including ‘all those Vedic passages to 
which the learned men apply that name,’ says Prabhikara. 

With regard to the definition given by the Satra Kumarila remarks 
that it has been given here for the sake of terseness ; specially because it is 
thus that it is spoken of among teachers and pupils; and also because 
it applies to nearly all Mantras. 

The Bhasya on page 126 enumerates the different kinds of mantras. 
For the various divisions and sub-divisions of the mantras the reader is 
referred to my Praébhdkara School of Pirva Mimdmsé, pp. 113-115, 


Adhikarana V l/I.—(Definition of Braéhmana). 
SUTRA 11. 1. 88, 
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We Sese, to the rest, arermust: Brahmanagabdah, the name Brahmaya, 

33. To the rest of the Veda the name ‘ Brahmana’ is 
| applied.-—33. 
i COMMENTARY. 

The definition of the Mantra leads on to the definition of the Brah- 
mana. The Veda has been defined as the collection of Mantras and Brah- 
manas. Of these, those to which the learned apply the name ‘mantra’ are 
Mantras, while all the rest, to which they also apply the name ‘vidhi’ 
are Bradhmanas ;—the Arthvadas and the Nimadheyas are also included 
under these latter;-—-Brihmana proper being the name applied to the 
injunction, and the Arthavada and Namadheya passages being included 
under that name, by reason of their always, in some way or the other, 
subserving the injunctions along with which they are construed. 

The various kinds of Brahmanas are enumerated in the Bhisya 
on page 127 ; and for other classifications the reader is referred to my 
Prabhdkara School of Parva-Mimansa, page lll. 
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Adhikarana [X.—(Modified Mantras are not mantras). 
SUTRA IL-i-34. 


aaraa fe Aart: i 32 i 


AAT Anamuategu, to those that are not found in the Veda. saememg 
Amantratvam, the character of mantra cannot belong. maray Amnatesu, 
with reference to sentences found in the Veda f& Hi, because,  faara: 
Vibhagah, distinction. 

34. The character of mantra does not belong to what 
is not found in the text of the Veda. Because the aforesaid 
distinction applies only to such passages as are actually 
found in the Veda.— 34. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the case of the recitation of certain passages it is necessary to make 
certain modifications in the original words of the passage, e.g., the mantra 
‘Agnaye nirvapimi’ has to be changed ‘into Sarydya nirvapAmi,’ when 
the offering is made to Stirya instead of to Agni. Into the text of certain 
mantras it is necessary to introduce the name of the sacrificer and also the 
names of his Pravara Risis. Now the question arises as to whether on 
the introduction of the foreign elements the mantras cease to be mantras. 

The Pairvapaksa view is that, fulfiling as they do the conditions of the 
definition laid down in sftra 32, they must be regarded as mantra. The 
Siddhanta is that even though the passages signify things connected with 
the performance, yet they cannot be regarded as mantras; as the definitions 
of Mantra and Brihmana are held by all learned men to apply to only those 
passages that form the actual text of the Veda. 


In connection with this Adhikarana, Kumirila raises the further ques- 
tion—-when only one word in a mantra is modified, does the whole mantra 
cease to be mantra? oronly that part of it which has been altered? The 
Pirvapaksa view on this point is that the entire mantra ceases to be 
mantra; as the name ‘mantra’ is applied to a certain aggregate of vowels 
and consonants arranged in a particular order; so that as soon as the 
slightest alteration is made in the text, that order becomes changed and 
the name can no longer be applicable. The Siddhanta is thus laid 
down in the Tantrayartika :— 

It is only the modified portion that ceases to be mantra ; because the 
generic form of the mantra having been ascertained to exist in a certain 
sentence, that generic character -does not entirely disappear by a mere 
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excess or diminution in a certain part of it. For instance, when a swell- 
ing appears on the neck of the cow, or when its horns have disappeared, 
‘it does not entirely cease to be a ‘cow;’ aud the reason of this is that 
there are other parts of its body that are enough to show that it belongs 
to the class ‘cow’; and we find that so long as even a part of the original 
body remains, the whole body is recognised as the same. In the same 
manner, it is a fact of ordinary perception that the character of a mantra 
manifested by the presence of a number of vowels and consonants 
arranged in a definite order, does not entirely disappear on the slightest 
_ modification made in it. 

For instance, there are many cases where the change of a letter or 
ita deletion or some modification in the accent, is actually laid down in 
the scriptures, and certainly when these changes happen to be made in a 
mantra, it does not cease to be a Mantra ; e.g, —(1) We have the direc- 
tion in the Veda ‘Airam krtvodgeyam’ (the mantra should be reeited 
after the word ‘gira’ has been changed into ‘irA’); (2) though a certain 
mantra has three accents at the time of the reading up of the Veda, yet 
it is laid down as to be recited in a single accent, at the time of the perfor- 
mance of sacrifices, and in neither of these two cases, do people cease 
to think of the mantras, thus modified, as mantras. 


Adhikarana X—(Definition of Rik). 


SUTRA U-i-35. 


Rat ay TAT MATET RK N 


aqi Tesam, among them, gat Rig, those are called Rik. ax Yatra, 
wherein. saia Arthavasena, in accordance with the meaning. qresagqent 

Padavyavastha, division into metrical feet. 
35. Among the mantras those are called ‘Rik’ wherein 


there is division into metrical feet in accordance with the 


limitations of the meaning.—35. 
COMMENTARY. 

Mantras have been classed under three heads—Rik, SAman and 
Yajus. “Though the definition of the various classes of mantras has got 
no direct connection with the subject-matter of the Adhyaya, yet the 
Sûtras treat of them, because a consideration of these is connected with 


the mantras, a consideration whereof was introduced in connection with 


the question as to their primary or secondary character. 
Though the Satra defines the Rik as that where the division into 


feet is in accordance with meaning, the commentators are agreed on the 


Pi eat 
point that division into foot is he only ieaoetitial condition, and that the di- 


vision should be in accordance with the meaning is added only by way 

of illustration, e.g., in the case of the Rik * Agnih purvebhih, etc., there 
is no verb in the first foot, and as such, there being no sense completed 
within it, the division into feet in this ease is in accordance with the 
metre, and not the meaning. 

Thus then, on this point the conclision: is that the name Rik is’ 
applied to those mantras that are divided into feet, that is, certain well- 
defined parts, each consisting of a definite number of syllables; and are 
called on that account by such ayia sh names as Gayatri, Trigtup, ete, 


Adhikarana XI-—(The De finition of Niman). 


SUTRA I1-i-36. — 
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tig Gitisu, to music. &atear Samakhya, the name Saman. 
. (Among mantras) the name ‘Saman’ is given to 
the music.—36. 
COMMENTARY. 

The word ‘Saman’ does not strictly apply to the mantras them- 
selves; it is applied to the music to which certain mantras are set, and not 
to the words; hence a mantra can be called ‘Saiman’ only when it is 
set to music and sung as such (Mim. Sâ. VII. ii. 1 to 21). Thus one 
and the same mantra set to different kinds of music, becomes known — 
under different names—such as ‘Rathantara,’ Brihat and the like. This 
setting to music is regarded as a samskâra, a purification of the mantras. 
(Mim. Sa. IX. ii. 8 to 13) and as such owes its origin to the singer, and 
in so far it cannot be regarded as Veda proper, which is independent of 
all sources, human or divine, For instance, the syllables âhau, ete., that 
are added to the mantras by the exigencies of music, are by no means 
fixed ; they depend upon the singer, who may or may not use a certain 
syllable or sets of syllables (Mim. Sa. IX. ii. 29.) In the case of all man- 
tras, where they are used as praise, they must be used in their SAéman 
form, that is set to music and sung; as the praise pleases more, if it is sung 
than when itis merely recited (IX. ii. 80-31). SAmans are divided into 
several kinds, the division being based upon the different methods of 
singing; for instance, the Brihat Siman is to be sung with force and 
very loudly, while the Rathantara is to be sung neither loudly, nor 
with force (Mim, Sd. TX, ii, 46.) r 


5 


-— PORVA-MIMAMSA-SOTRAS, TI ADHYAYA. 


Adhikarana XII—(Definition of Yajus). 
SUTRA 1-i-37. i 
WIT gE: N RO 1 
WA Yese, to the rest, agree: Yajubdabdab, the name Vajug, —— 
87. To mantras other than those specified the name 
—*Yajug’ is given.—-37. 


COMMENTARY, 

The name ‘ Yajug’ is given to all those mantras that are neither 
arranged in regular feet nor set to music. 
From the very detinition of the Rik it would follow that there can be 
no metre in the Yajus mantras. But Pingala in his Chhandah-sitra says 
that there are metres in these also, That this is a later innovation is 
proved by the fact that true ‘ Vedic authority’ is not accepted by many old 
writers (Karka, for instance) to belong to those Yajus-mantras that are 
differentiated by metres; and that even those who accept their authority 
(for instance, Devayâjñika) assert that there is no metre in many Yajug 
mantras, on account of the number of syllables in them not being fixed. 
Herein may be found an orthodox authority for the view propounded by 
Western Orientalists, that the metrical portions of the Yajurveda are com- 
paratively modern, 


Adhikarana XIII—(Nigada is included in Yajus). 
SUTRA TI-i-38-45. 


“Raat ar agh cara walang” as N 


fa: Nigadab, the Nigada mantra, ar Va, verily. aada, Chaturtham, the 
fourth, rare Syat, should be. wiata Dharmavigegat, because of its peculiar 
character, 

38. “The Nigada should be regarded as the fourth 
kind of’mantra, because of its peculiar character.” —38. 
COMMENTARY. 

here are some mantras to which the name ‘ Nigada’ is given. With 


regard to these the question arises as to whether these are included under — 


Rik, or Saman or Yajug or they form a class apart by themselve. The Parva- 
paksa view is that these must be regarded as entirely distinct, because their 


characteristics are entirely distinct from those of the other three kinds ; e.g., 


they have no metre, so they cannot be Rik; not being set to music. they 
cannot be Saman ; lastly, inasmuch as they are intended to be addressed to 
other persons they have to be recited loudly, whereby they have to be 
distinguished from the Yajus mantras, which are laid down as to be 


He git se of peta ia SE n “aa A) 

Sonia” il ae | n | 

zaua Vyapadedat, because of its different name. w Cha, also, 

$9. “Also because of its having a disinct name.” 

—39. | : 
COMMENTARY, 


“Another reason for regarding the Nigada as a distinct kind of 
mantra lies in the fact that it is named eulierently from all other mantras. 


aft at ager i ve N 


EEG] Yajoinsi, mantras. at Va, but. ap ai e ea e because they 
have the same form as that. 


40. But the Nigadas must be regarded as Yiia 


bicauae they have the same form as that.=—40. 


COMMENTARY. 

The Siddhânta is that Nigada must be taken as included under the 
class ‘ Yajug’, because its form is exactly like that of the Yajus. Being 
like this lattter, devoid of both metre and music. Then, again, the Veda 
itself in the passage—‘' Ahe budhniya mantram me gopaya richo samani, 
yajiithsi’—speaks of only three classes of mantras; which shows. that: 
there can be no justification for assuming a fourth class, in the shape of 


the Nigada. 
qanar AAT: UV Ul 


aqata Vachanat, because they are intended to be addressed to ‘others, 


wat: Dharmabisesab, the peculiar qualification. 


41. It'is on account of the fact that the Nigada í is 
meant to be addressed to others that the peculiar qualifica- 
tion of it is mentioned,—-41. 

COMMENTARY. 

Among the Yajuş mantras there are some whose words distinctly 
indicate that they are to be addressed to others by way of direction. 
From this it naturally follows that they should be recited loudly, and not 
quietly like the ordinary Yajug mantras. 


ee SITs 23 0 


are Arthat, because a distinct purpose is.served. : € Cha, also: 
22 


| 42. Also because a distinct purpose is served (by its — 
being addressed to other persons.)-—42. i 
COMMENTARY. 

There is a distinct purpose served by the addressing, to other per- 
sons, of such sentences as ‘ Aguid vihara, etc.: Unless these were addressed 
to other peeple, the action of ‘ walking’ round the fire by the Agnidhra 
priest: would not be accomplished ; and there would be no use of adress- 
ing, unless it were done loudly enough for others to hear; it is for this 
reason that the particular qualification ‘loudness’ is mentioned. It is in 
this way too that the etymology of the word ‘ Nigada’ becomes explained. 
As for the ‘quiet utterance,’ though it is directly enjoined by the Veda 
(as belonging to all Yajug), yet as such utterance would hamper our 
purpose, it could not rightly form part of the Action ; and hence we take 
that injunction to refer to the Yajug other than the Nigadas. 


Tura sqq: N 83 N 


umir: Guyarthah, for the. purpose of expressing qualification. sagar: 
Vyapadesah, name, 
43. The different name is only for the purpose of ex- 
pressing the particular qualification —43. me 
f COMMENTARY. } i i 

It has been urged in sûtra 39 that the Nigada must be regarded as 
different from the Yajug, because it has a different name. The answer to 
this is that the difference in name is to be explained as being similar to the 
assertion ‘Feed the Brihmanas with curd, and the Parivrijakas with 
milk,’ where the Parivraéjakas also are Braibmanas, but with a particular 


qualification. So in the case in question also, the Nigadas are. Yajus, 
but with this qualification, that they are to be uttured loudly. an 


“admits aq” eeu 
a, HERTA Wek N 


gäst Sarvesam, to all, gq ğa Iti Chet, if this be urged (44.) 
-oou a Na, not so, ayqeaq@ure Rigvyapadegat, because of their being distinctly 
44, Ifit be urged that the name ‘ Nigada’ would apply 
to all mantras.—44, f GUT Ai Marcie Ue 
45. Our reply is that this cannot be; as they are 
distinctly named as Rik.—45. hae 


Oe a ak COMMENTARY. 1 
Pes Ah objection: i is: py ett the word . Hida? be- ‘ong iit 
as that which is recited loudly € Nigadyate’), ‘then all mantras. would ! 
become, Nigadas (because the Rik and the Sama mantras also are.reciied — 
loudly) ;- hence the name cannot be said to be for, the aa of 
expressing a particular property.” ; ; 
Sûtra 45 supplies the answer to the above ailen :—“ There can 
be no such incongruity as mentioned above ; because we find Vedic texts 
laying down in certain cases the use of the Rik, after having denounced 
the Nigada (as for instance, in the sentence ‘ Ayâjyâ vai nigadah’). And 
if both Rik and Nigada were the same, then, these texts would enjoin the 
same thing that they have denounced, and this is an impossibility, Nor 
is there any incongruity in the signification of the root -‘ gada ;’ because 
what it does is to denote a particular property of sentences that have the 
character of the Yajus (and as such it could not apply to the Rik and 
the Sima),” . 


Adhikarana ALV — —Definition of ‘Cone sentence” or 
‘Syntactical. Connection. 
SOTRA II. i. 46, 


Hatta TTY TTA, REA WH N 


i airea Arthaikatyat, being expressive of a single idea. gaj Ekam, one. — 
area Vakyam, sentence. ararearga Sakanchet, if found wanting, far Vibhage, 
on being taken severally. . arą Syat, should be. 

- 46. So long as a single idea is expressed by number of 
words, which on being separated are found to be wanting 
in expressiveness, they should be taken as forming one 
sentence.—46. 

COMMENTARY. 

This Adhikarana lays down the principle of Syntactical Connection, 
Both Prabhakara and Kumirila take this principle as applying to the Yajug 
mantras only ; as the extent of the Rik and the Sama is fixed respectively by 
the metre and the music. The principle may be thus stated :—When a 
number of words are found to be such that when construed collectively, 
they are expressive of a single idea,—and when taken severally they are 
not expressive of any idea being short of some necessary syntactical 
factor,—these words must be regarded as forming a single sentence. As 
an example we have the following ;—In connection with the Darsa-P@rna- 
måsa sacrifices, we read the sentence ‘Devasya två savituh prasave-— 


patha Br., I. 1.2.17), Here we find four distinct parts, each of which might © 
be taken as an independent sentence and mantra, unless we had something 
to show that the whole must be taken and used as a single sentence and — 
Mantra. This something we have in the form of the principle in consider: i 


4 does not express any idea, being wanting in the verb ; similarly with each 
of the other parts we find that it is wanting in some integral syntactical 
factor ; the last part also ‘agnaye justam nirvapdémi though otherwise 
complete, is found to be in need of an instrumental nominative in connec- 

tion with the passive past participle ‘jugtam’; we further observe that 


vapa, or preparation, of something resorted to or accepted by the arms of 
the Asvine and the hands of Pfsan, AAE i 

There is'a difference of opinion among the followers of Komérila 
as to the exact meaning of the word ‘artha’ (translated above as idea) in 
the Sdtra, Parthasdrathi Misra takes it to mean purpose; and thus 
according to him, all the words, phrases and clauses that serve a single 


purpose are to be regarded as ‘one sentence.’ Somedsvara Bhatta, on the — 


other hand, in his NayA&yasudha takes it in the sense of idea, Accord- 
ing to Prabhàkara, ‘artha’ here means the ‘reminding’ or ‘indicating 
of what is to be done’; and he distinctly favours the Misra view, speci- 
ally as being an Anvitébhidhanavadin, he could not very well accept 
the words to have any meaning apart from the other words ; hence he 
says that the word ‘artha’ must mean ‘prayojana’ or purpose ; as this 
is the most important factor, and all words must be related to the 
most important factor (See Brihati, p. 51.) EE 

The above embodies the Siddhânta. The Pûrvapakşa view is that in 
the sentences cited above even deficient sentences should be regarded as 
full sentences, as even a single word is capable of affording some moaning 


Adhikarana XV.—The definition of “ distinct sentences” or 
Syntactical Disjunctions. 
SUTRA JI. i. 47. 


GAT WTAE: EA Vo ti 


añg Samesu, when the sentences are egual. qaaa: Vakyabhedah, VAVE 
sentences, arq Syat, should be. 
AT. Whenall the sentences are equally independent of one 


another, each should be regarded as a distinct sentence. — 47, 


P hastabhyam agnaye justam U Ea i 


ation, If we take the first part—devasya två savituh—we find that. Seu 


if we take the whole together, it expresses the single idea of the nir- 


4 


- COMMENTARY. 


With ber to such mantras as--(L) “‘ Ihe tyar—Or je två, ete.’ - (2) f 
“‘Ayuryajiiena kalpatim prano yajiena, kalpatim,ete., "the juontia arises 
as to whether the entire mantra is to be regarded as one sentence, or every _ 
syntactically complete part is to be regarded as a distinct mantra. The 
Pairvapaksa view is that the reciting of a mantra produces only an ins 

visible result ; consequ2ntly the less the number of mantras the less the 
number of assumed invisible results; so that it is far more desirable to 


take the whole as one mantra rather than regard it as composed of as many _ i 


distinct mantras as there are syntactically complete parts in it... The Sid- 
dhanta view is that so long as a number of words expresses a complete 
idea independently of other words, there can be no justification for oe 
them as component parts of another sentence, 
This Adhikarana lays down the principle of Vakyabheda or Renta 

cal Split. This principle, an antithesis of the foregoing, may be thus 
stated :— When a number of words are found to be such that when. each 
word, or set of words, taken severally, independently of others, is equal- 
ly capable of expressing one complete idea, each of these should be — 
regarded as a distinct sentence. For instarce, in the passage,—Ayur- 
-yajfiena kalpatam—-prino yajñena kalpatim, ete. (Vajas, Sam. 9-21), | 
each part is a distinct sentence, complete in itself, because it expresses a 
complete idea, independently of the other. That this construction is the 
correct one is also proved by the Vedic junction ‘ klriptirvachayati’ where 
the passage in question is spoken of by the name ‘ klriptih’ in the plural, 
which shows that the passage contains as many distinct sentences as there 
are repetitions of the word ‘ Kalpatam’ in it. This principle applies, not 
only tocases where the words of the mantras are found to be construable, 
but alsé to those cases where, even though the words actually present in the 
mantra are such as not allowing of separate construction, yet such words 
areadded to the mantra, under proper authority. For instance, in the 
mantra—Ikhe twojre, etc. (Vajas, Sam. |. 1),—we find thatthe mantra as it 
stands, is not capable of being broken up into many sentences; but in 
connection with the several parts of this passage we meet with such 
Vedic injunctions as ‘with the words ûrje he washes it’ ‘and so forth 
(vide Šatapatha Br. 1, 1, 6, 6; 1, 7, 1, 2; 4, 3,1, 1,7); on the authority 
of these injunctions then, it becomes necessary to supply to the mantras 
such words as ‘ chhinadmi’ and ‘ anumérjmi’ and so on; and with these 
supplied, each of the several parts of the passage becomes a complete 
sentence, expressing a complete idea—such as-~(L) ‘O palasa branch, I 
am cutting thee for the obtaining of desirable food,’ and (2) ‘Lam washing 


thee for the obini of sirenek “and s0 a) In connec! dot with he 
this, however, it may be noted that a single Yajug cannot be. broken up 
into many sentences without sufficient authority. We had such authority. 
in both the cases cited above, This“ syntactical split,’ as it has heen 
called, is permissible only in very rare cases; in fact, not until itis shown 
that no other. construction is possible,—either in view of the structure — 

of the sentence itself, or in virtue of some direet injunction necessitating 
such split; and the reason for this is that in cases where the nature of the 
sentence is such that it admits of being taken asa single sentence, if 

“we do have recourse. to ‘syntactical split,’ we incur the responsibility of 

abandoning the natural syntactical construction without any authority; 
and further, where the sentence, taken as a single mantra, would lead to 
a single transcendental result, we—by forcing the syntactical split-—-make 
it necessary to assume a number of such results preceding froth each of | 
the different mantras into which the original passage may be split ap, 
And in a case where we have no direct injunction necessitating the syntac- 
tical split—and where the split necessitates the addition of more words,- 
these words, being supplied by ourselves without the authority of the — 
Vedic injunction, cannot be regarded as ‘ Vedic’; and hence the sae 
containing those non-Vedic words would no longer remain ‘ mantra ? in 
the proper sense of the term. 

To this principle we have a corollary to the effect that, when diffe- 
rent parts of a mantra are found by their implication to he meant for 
serving distinct purposes, each such part should be regarded as a distinct 
sentence. For instance, in the mantra~-Syonante sadavankrinomi...tasmin 
aida (‘Taitti. Brahmana, 3, 7, 5,2; and Manava Sriutasdtra 1. 2. 6. 19),-+ 
we find that the first part, by its meaning, is intended to be employed 
in the act of preparing the ‘seat’ for the cake, while the last part, in the 
game manner, for that of actually keeping the cake upon that ‘seat’ 
hence the passage is regarded as containing two distinct mantras. This 
has been called ‘syntactical split due to difference in use’ {see Brihatt 


Ms., p. 79 b). 


Adhikarana XV I—Anusangadhikarana : Bliptical > 


Hxtension. 
SUTRA II. i. 48. 


HAIR AWHTAAT: GAY gerard Ween 


stavy: Anusangah, eliptical extension. argaeratfa: Vakyasama ptih, muksa 
of completing the sentence. Siy Sarvesu, to all. geai Tulyayogitvat, 
being applicable. CHa RE 


48, Bliptical ‘Be tbnaion’ serves to  iauiplete the sent- i 
m ence, as it is equally applicable to all.—48. 
COMMENTARY. | 
This A ial embodies what has been called the principle of — 
Eliptical Extension. In many Yajus passages it is found that there are 
several sentences that stand in need of a certain word or phrase or 
elause, while the whole Yajug contains ouly one such word or phrase 
or clause ; in such cases it would appear, and has been held, as the Parva- 
pakss, that this word, phrase or clause is to be construed and used along 
with only that one of the several sentences which happens to be nearest 
to it, and the lacunee in the other sentences are to be filled up by means 
of words borrowed from ordinary parlance; and it is the possibility of 
this construction that the present principle precludes. By this principle 
the word, phrase or clause isto be used along with every one of the 
sentences, provided that every one of these is of the same type and form; 
and the reason for this is that the intervention of a similar sentence 
does not become an obstacle to syntactical connection. As for example, 
we have the passage—‘yA te agne aydsyA tandrvarsistha gahvarestha 
ugram vacho apAvadhittvesimapivadhit svaha—ya te agne rajAsaya 
yi te agne harâşayå (Vajas. Sam. 5-8; and Šatapatha Br., 3, 4. 4. 23). 
Here by the principle above stated, the clause (tanth . Sviha) has to 
be repeated along with ‘yâ te agne rajasayA, as also with ya te agne 
harâşayå ; and its connection does not cease only with yA te ayahsaya. 
In this example the clause to be connected with different sentences, forms 
the principal clause in each sentence; but it does not make any differ- 
ence even if the clause in question be a subordinate one. For instance, 
in the passage—chitpatistva pundtu  vakpatistva pundtu—devastva 
savita pundtu—achchhidrena pavitrena vasoh sdryasya rasmibhibh—(Taitti. 
Sam, 1. 2.1.2) the subordinate clause 'achehhidrena.. -vasmibhih ’ has 
to be taken with each of the sentences ending in ‘ punatu.’ 
Supplement to Adhikarana XVT, 

Question ;—The above discussion applies to those cases where 4 sen- 
tence itself is wanting in an essential part. There are cases, however, 
where the sentences are complete in themselves, and it is only a certain part 
of the sentence that is found to be standing in need of sentences to which 
it could be ‘attached; as, for instance, we have a series of complete 
sentences—chitpatistva pundtu, Vakpatistva punitu, Devastva savita 
punâtu ; and at the-end of these we find the words achchhidrena PATEE 
Andi in this case how would this last: be construed ? 

> On-this we have the. following: diye Bre ss 


PURVAPAKSA, i | 
ae “The a words would have become fully ated by being “ 
construed with the sentence that immediately precedes them ; because all — 


the other sentences being complete in themselves, there would be non 


reason for admitting of au Anusahga.” 
SIDDHANTA, 


To the above we make the following reply: Lf the words Kred part 


Nok the whole. of that sentence which precedes them immediately, then th 


it could be as asserted above. But as it is, they are found to be related. 


ce only to the verb ‘pundtu’; and as such they can not but be construed with | 


all the three sentences (as all of them contain the same verb). That is to 


say, independently of any immediate sequence, the words in question i 


become related to the verb ‘punitu’; and as this verb is the same in all 


the three sentences the meaning of this also must be the same in all. ' 


Nor can the difference of nominatives Citapati, Savitr, ete., make any differ- 


ence in that meaning as connected with Citapati, or Vakpati or Savitri — 
Deva. Nor is the action concerned (te, of purifying) subservient to the. 


instrumentality (of achchhidra pavitra) whereby it would rest satisfied with — 


its single contact with such instrumentality. Thus then, the instrament 


(achehhidrena pavitrena) being subsidiary to thé action (verb pundtu), the 


words denoting ‘the instrument will have to be used as often as the verb 
would be used, just as the fuel is used as long as there is eookena 


Adhikurana XVII-—Cases where Hliptical Extension is s not. 


permissible. 
SÛTRA Il. i. 47. 


| ANINA N Ve N | 
syarat Vyavayat, on account of intervention. 4 Na, not, waria 
| Anuşajyeta, could be extended. i 

49. Where there is an intervention of unconnected. 


words, there can be no eliptical extension.—49. 
COMMENTARY. ) ' 
This Adhikarana is brought in simply by way of a counter-instance to 
the functioning of mere Proxmity (in the matter of Anugafga). As it is found 
that where the intervention is by words not connected with the factor 
to: be brought in, we do not accept an Anugahga in view of the incon- 
gruity involved. ETUR 
For instance, in the case of the sentences a) ‘ Sante Via arrh kenn gach- 
~ chhatâm (2) Sañjayatrairangâni, and (3) Samyajñapatirôsişâ, though the 


J 


missing factor ‘ gachchhatâm * is admitted as forming part of the first 
mantra, it is found to be incapable of being taken along with the second, be- 
cause of the plural number of the noun ‘ afgini’ (which would take the verb 


res gachchhantam ’ and not ‘ gachchhatam’) ; and thus the factor in question — F 


not being equally construable with all the mantras in question it cannot be 
taken along with the third mantra, through the nominative in this, ‘ yajia- 

` patih, is in the singular ; and as such quite compatible with. the singular 
of ‘gachchhatém,’ It is on account of the intervention of the unconnected 
second mantra, between (1) and (3), that this verb ‘ gachchatam’ is not 
taken with (3). : 

And thus the missing factor of (2) and (3) not being found in the Veda, 
we are forced to admit one out of ordinary parlance; hence in both 
of these we supply the necessary word. from without.. And though the 

~word * gachchhaniém’ (in the second mantra) and ‘ gichchhatam’ (in the 
third) are not actually pronounced, yet their existence must be admitted as 
otherwise the signification of the sentence would remain incomplete for 
want of a verb. 

Thus then in the case in question there is no Anusatiga. 

The use of this discussion lies in the fact that, if certain words form- 
ed an * Anusatga,’ they would form a mantra; and as such, any mistake 
in the pronunciation of these would have to be accompanied by expiatory 
rites ; Whereas if the words supplied are out of ordinary sentences, they do 
not constitute a mantra and hence any mistakes in pronunciation, ete., 
are not so serious as to entail an expiatory rite. 

To this end it has been declared that, (1) that which is directly 
mentioned in the Veda, and (2) that which is brought in by means of an 
Anusafiga, are counted as having the character of a mantra, whereas 
all sentences of ordinary parlance, being similar to assumed sentences, can 
never be recognised to have the character of mantras, 

This is the end of the first Pada of Adhyaya IT. 

¢ 


SS r rt ema Omen ear +S A a r a av nese ar a a a a i ov a STESI 


SECOND ADHYAYA. 
SECOND Papa. 


Mohd bena 1.—Difference in the Aptirva of subsidiary 
sacrifices. Difference of Actions based upon the 
difference of words signifying the action. 

SUTRA TI. ii, 1, 


Weal HIE: gaga | 2 N 
mar? Sabdantare, the word being different, mäa: Karmabhedah, difference 
of action, aagawan Kritanubandhatvat, because of its being specially qualified, 
1. When there is a different word there is a differ ent 
action because it is specially qualified. —1, 
COMMENTARY. 


In the foregoing introductory chapter we have dwelt with all matters 
connected, directly and indirectly, with the subject under consideration ; 
and now we are going to take up the subject-matter of the Adhydya in the 
shape of the difference among actions on the ground of the difference 
among words, ete. 

And first of all we take up the differences caused by the difference 
of expressions, because it is this difference that points out most clearly 
the difference among actions.. In connection with this we should have 
cited the examples of all verbal forms connected with one or many verbal G 
affixessuch as yajati, dadati, juhoti, nirvapati, etc. The Bhâsya hasi 
cited only three—‘yajati, dadati and juhoti, because, inasmuch as all’ 
these denote the giving away of something, their significations are all 
akin, and as such they naturally appear to have identical meaning. 

*And on this point, inasmuch as there are three kinds of Pirvapaksa 
introduced in the Bhasya, it seems as if the doubt on the ponit in 
question should also have been expressed in three ways, 

These are :—(1) Do the three Bhavanis denoted by the three words 
(ygute, ete.)—bring about a single Apirva, or three distinct Apûrvas ? 
(2) Do the three denotations of the three roots qualify a single Bhavand, 
or three distinct Bhdvanas ? (3) Do the three roots denote a single object 
or three distinct objects, 


Ut 


ji SME 


<< As a matter of fact, however, there is only one doubt in connection — 
with this subject. In the case of the three verbs, is there only one 


Bhavana as qualified by the denotations of the three roots, or is there a ; ! i 


distinct Bhavana for the denotation of each root? What the word ‘karma’ 
(in the sttra) denotes is the Bhdivund as qualified by the denotation of 
the root. And it is the Bhdvand that would bo differentiated by means 
of different words, ete. As for the Aparva, inasmuch as it is not directly 
expressed by the words in question, and as it follows in the wake of the 
action itself, it cannot form a subject of separate treatment. Though the 
“unity of three root meanings” spoken of in the Bhasya is not possible 
in the case of all root-endings, yet it might be mentioned, somehow or 
other in connection with the roots ‘yajati,’ ete., in question, but in the cage 
of these, though it may be possible yet much stress should not be laid 
‘upon this unity. Thus then the root-meanings being really different, 
there seems to be yet another ground for doubt in the mind of the 
Pirvapakst, viz., is the Bhavana mentioned as subservient to the root- 
meaning, and as such does it end with cach root-meaning ? or are root- 
meanings subserving to the Bhavana, and as such they conjointly serve 
to qualify it ? 

On this we have the following 

Pirvapakga (A). 

“It is conjointly that the root-meaning qualifies the Bhavana, Inas- 
much as the Bhasya often uses the word ‘Samudaya’ (combination)—as 
in the sentence Samudiaya—Schh ikivhitah, ‘ Samudayadikimaptrvam,’ na- 
chisabdah samudayah, ete.—and as it speaks of the Apdrva as one only, | 
it seems clear that the idea desired to be conveyed was that æ single 
Aptiva follows from all the three Bhavands. And in support of this idea 
the Bhasya brings forward the following arguments : In the first instance, 
that which is not seen is concluded to be non est ; and also so long as 
(in the absence of the unseen factor) there appears no incompatibility 
in what is actually seen (with what is spoken of), it is concluded that 
the unseen does not exist; it is only when there is a contradiction 
between the seen and the spoken, that we can rightly assume the existence 
of the unseen; and hence, when the contradiction is removed by the 
assumption of only one such unseen factor, there need be no assumption 
of many such factors. It is with a view to this that it has been declared - 
‘` When there is a contradiction, then alone can an unseen factor be assum- 
ed, whereby the seen or the keard would become supported.’ And under 

the circumstances if there were no difference—on the ground of simplicity— 


between the assumption of one and that of many factors, Allee we might 
go on assuming many factors; but, as a matter of fact, we do perceive — 
such a difference, hence it must be admitted that a single unseen ‘Apûrva’ 
follows from. the combination of the three Bhavanas.” [Thus is Parva- 
paksa A] l 
This statement of the Parvapaksa however, is open to the ‘fallowsde 
objection: ‘What is that word that has laid dowa the combination of | 
Bhavands, wherefrom the single Apårva would follow?’ And in view 
of this objection the Bhagya states the Parvapaksa somewhat differently — 
as follows :-— 
Pirvapakga (B). 

The Action laid down by the three sentences is one only, but various- 
ly coloured, like the rainbow, by the denotations of the three roots ; and 
in support of this the following argaments have been brought forward : 
If we accept this conclusion then it is necessary to make buat a slight 
assumption of the unseen factor. If the actions are held to be different, 
then it would be necessary to assume many unseen factors, for which there 
could not be the least justification. For these reasons ‘a single composite — 
is meant to be expressed,—by which it is meant that there are many | 
parts of a single action. Therefore we must conclude that in the word 
‘yajatt the first part ‘yaji signifies the sacrifice and the second part 
signifies the Bhavand and so forth, Some people seem to think that the 
expression ‘Athava’ in the Bhasya is a mistaken reading. But it could 
be very well explained in the following manner: The Bhdsya has 
brought forward two sets of arguments in favour of the Parvapakga ; 
having explained the first of these, in the sense of the advantage of 
assuming less of the unseen than what is necessary in the other theory, 
it is only right that it should introduce the second by Athava (or secondly). 
That is tosay, the sense of the Bhâgya comes to be this: Jt is not necessary 
for us to point out the disadvantage, in the other theory, of having to 
assume much more of the unseen element, as it is by means of the words 
themselves that we shall prove the Bhdvaid to be one only, And it 
proceeds to do this by showing that though the first parts of the verbs 
differ from one another, yet inasmuch as all of them have the same affix, 
their denotations are identical. ‘This is what is meant by the sentence (in the 
Bhasya): ‘tatha dadatitipurvo datatyartham ultarastameva bhdvayediti.’ 
The latter portion of this seems at first sight to mean that the second party - 
shows that the object of the Bhavana is the root-meaning; but this is not. 
what is meant; because it has been shown that in all cases that which 
is denoted by the root can never be the object of the Bhdvand ; and also 
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bécause any such assertion could never be of any use to the Parvapakst. 
In the same manner it cannot be said that the root-meaning is deseribed 
by the second part of the verb. Therefore we must construe the sentence 


as follows: On the word ‘dadatz’ the first part (the root då) signifies to — 


give ; and the second part (the affix) serves to describe that Bhåvanâ which 


has been previously denoted by the affix in ‘yajeta’—the only purpose of 


this descriptive reiterations by ‘dadati’ of the previously denoted Bhavand 
being the connecting of the said Bhtoend with the denotation of a root 
other than the former (yaji). The same may be said with regard to the 
word ‘juhoti’ also. That such is the sense of the Bhdsya is also shown 
by the fact that in connection with the word ‘yajeta’ the ‘Bhâsya’ does 
not make use of the word ‘anuvadati’ (describes) the only reason whereof 
being that in this case there is no Bhdvand, previously expressed, that 
could be described (by the affix in ‘yajeta’). If the Bhdgya had meant 
the denotation of the root to be the object of the Bhavana then this would 
apply to the first verb, as well as to the other two (and thus there could 
be no difference in the way of explaining the signification of the three 
verbs); and the Bhdsya could not have left off the first verb (‘yajeta’) 
and made the declaration (of the root denotation being the object of the 
Bhavana) with regard to the last two only. Consequently we must take 
the Bhdsya only as pointing to the singleness of the Bhdvand. Thus 
then, there is a single Bhdvand, and a single Action, in the case in 
question. 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhanta :—- 

Whenever there is a difference in the denotations of the roots, we 
must conclude that the Bhavana also is distinct in each case. And when 
a Bhavana has once appeared as qualified by the denotation of one root, 
it is not possible for the same Bhâvanå to be subsequently qualified by 
others as well. Ì 

That is to say, though the word denoting the Bhâvanâe is on only 
and its denotation—the Bhâvauâ—forms the predominant factor, yet 
whenever there is a difference in the qualifying root-denotation, the 
Bhavana must be admitted to be distinct also. Nor, is it possible for 
three root-denotations to fall in within a single Bhavana. Nor can they 
form a single composite whole, because all of them equally have the same 
purpose of expressing the instrumental factor (of the Bhavana) ; and also 
because cach of them is expressed by a different word, quite independently 
of another. Nor is it possible for a single root-denotation to include 
within itself three root-denotations ; and it is not possible for three 


roots, independent of one another, to be laid down ina single word, for 


= 


he A of any Wied y ‘because in, the matter of dle eee of ees 
l Panini uses the word ‘ahAtoh’ (U L-i-91), where great significance attaches 
to the singular number (and this shows thatin one word one root can 
be adapted to only one affix). Nor is it possible for the three verbs to 
form a single sentence ; as they do not serve the same purpose, they do 
not appear incomplete on being separated (and as such they do ‘not fulfil 
the conditions of syntactical unity) ; and it is not possible to make a single | 
sentence out of them, by assuming a single Apûrva (as following from 
them); because such an assumption has been negatived under Siitra I1-i-47, 
and also because the difference or non-difference among Actions is not 
dependent upon a difference or non-difference among Apirwas; asa 
matter of fact it is quite the contrary lie., the difference or non-difference 
of Apûrvas depending upon that of Actions). Why 

Vor these reasons the actions expressed by the three verbs must be 
held to be different. In support of this we have the following: when a 
piece of rock-crystal has been spoken of as red, the mention of black 
could not but be taken as referring to another piece of crystal ; in the 
same manner, when one word has spoken of the Bhdvand as connected 
with one root-denotation, the mention of other roots could not but be taken 
as referring to other Bhdvands, 
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Adhikarana II —Di fer erence of Actions biad upon 
Repetition of the sume word : as in the case of 
the Samits and other sueri fices. 

SOPRA 1L If, 2. 
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ewer Ekasya, of one word. w Evam, also, gaaf: Punahsrutih, repetition. 
maaa Avisesåt, if there wore no distinction, wrta Anarthakam, useless. fe Hi, 
as, ra Syat, would he, 

2, The repetition of the same word also (is a means 
of differentiation) ; as because the word does not lay down 
any spec ilic particulars the repetition would be useless.—2. 

COMMENTARY, 

We meet with such sentences in the Veda as :—“ samidhoyajati, 
vidoyajati. tanunpatamyajati, varhiryajati, swihdkaram yajati ’;—-here we 
find each sentence mentioning the Action by means of the same word 
‘yajati.’ The question then arises—does the word ‘yajali’ repeated five 
‘times lay down one Action and one Apûrva or five Actions and five 


Apfirvas ? 


“They: Witieals ane one ee s ‘bakes as Too in sh previous 
Adhikarana, though the signification of the affix be the same, yet a 
difference in the roots serves to differentiate the Actions ; when, however, 
the root also is the same, what would be there to point out the Actions to 
be different ? ie 

Farther, on the utterance of the first sentence—-samidhoyajati—an 
idea of the Action ‘ydga’ presents itself to the mind ; and hence when the 
same verb is pronounced again, the Action denoted by this is at once 
recognised as the same that had previously come to the mind ; and as 
such the repetition does not point out any difference in the Action, 

The SiddhAnta is that the given words denote five distinct Actions 
and Apûrvas. And this on the following grounds : 1 i 

The sentences in question occur in connection with the Prayaja 
sacrifices performed in course of the Darsa Pûrnamása ; the verb ‘yajati’ 
in these sentences cannot be taken as enjoining an original sacrifice, as 
this sacrifice is already laid down by the text laying down the original 
Darsa Parnamasa, Hach repetition of the word ‘yajati’ therefore, must 
be taken as referring to that original sacrifice ;—on this account the 
words ‘samidhah,’ ‘tanunputam’ and the rest can be taken as laying down 
either the materials to be offered or the deities to whom the offering is to 
be made ;---as a matter of fact, however, we know that both these acces- 
sories of the original sacrifice are laid down in another sentence, directly 
connected with the primary injunction of the original sacrifice agneyos- 
takapalobhavati, where Agni is mentioned as the deity and the cake baked 
on eight pans as the material ;~--if then the words ‘samidhah’ ste., must 
be taken as injunctions of accessories and not in connection with that 
same sacrifice (and not in connection with five other sacrifices) each of them 
must be taken as mentioning a distinct deity which would mean that the 
actual action of Sacrificing or offering is to be repeated as many times as 
there are deities mentioned ;—so that each ‘yajati’ stands for a distinct 
act of offering leading to a distinet Apdrva. 

In the above reasoning the Siddhanta has proceeded after, admitting 
for the sake of argument that the sentences lay down accessories. As a 
matter of fact, however, this isnot possible: the word ‘Samidhah,’ ete., 
ending as they do with accusative cannot be taken as denoting materials 
to be offered as has been shown under ‘Sfitra Il-i-ll, 12, Nor again 
can they be taken as mentioning the deity as will be shown later on under 
Sdtra IX-i-9. ‘Thus in any ease the sentence must be taken as laying 
down five distinct Actions and five distinct Apirvas. 
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wet’ Prakaryam, the context, q Tu, verily. fara Paurnamasyim, to 

the Paurnmast. errr Rûpåvachnåt, none of the details being mentioned, —_ 

mt 3. The context certainly refers to the Paurnaméasi (as 

the principle); specially (with regard to the other sacrifices 

the details are not mentioned), —3, ' 
COMMENTARY. 

The present Adhikarana has been introduced as dealing with the 
exceptions to the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana. 
There are two texts-— 

We have the text-—‘yadagneyustak’opald’ mavaryaydin paurnamasyam 
chdchyuto bhavati’; and then come the six sentences ~(1) ‘upamsuayajau,” 
(2) AghframAgharayati,--(3) Ajyabhaganyajati,—(4) svigtakrite sama- 
yadyati,-——(5) patnisamydjan yajati,—(6) samistayajurjuhoti ; and lastly, all 
these are followed by the text ‘ya evamvidvin paurmamastin yajati ya evam- 
vidvân amavasyam yajati, &e.’ 

Now the question arises, do the two verbs in the two last sentences 
lay down two entirely independent actions or do they only refer to the six 
actions that have been laid down by the preceding sentences which go 
to constituto the Darga Pûrnamâsa sacrifices, As regards the BIX 
actions the Agneya and the rest themselves that they are distinct from 
one-another is shown by their difference in their accessories. 

On this point the Parvapaksa view is as follows +— 

Inasmuch as all the sacrifices in question are mentioned by difer- 
ent words and also by repetitions of words, they must be all of equal im- 
portance, Though these two reasons—Difference of words and Repetition 
are not connected directly with the fact of ‘ Equal Importance,’ yet they 
aro taken along with this, through the difference in actions (that these 
‘would indicate), which is also implied in the assertion of ‘Equal Impor- 
tance’ (as shown above). ‘That is to say, the sacrifices denoted by the two 
‘yajetas’ ave shown to be different from those of the Actions (mentioned 
along with the Darsa-Pairnamdsa) that are not y4ga (but Homa, ete.) by 
the difference in words ; while they are shown to be different from the 
yajas, by the repetition of the word ‘ yajeta’; and hence they must all be 
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ex as of equal RG - @hati is Ks by, ao each ‘ yajeta’’ men 
“tions a distinct sacrifice, all the sacrifices mentioned in the passages quoted 
become independent of one another, and as such all equally are primary 
sacrifices.) 


Nor could any special purpose be served by taking the two ‘ yajati’s 
in question as mere references to the previously enjoined sacrifices (he- 
cause the only purpose that is found to be served by such references is 
the pointing out of fresh accessories) ; and as a matter of fact we do not 
find any accessories in the shape of materials, ete., mentioned in the 
two sentences in question ; and as such we cannot make the injunctive 
potency of these ‘ yajetas’ give up the function of laying down the actions 
themselves. And thus also even when the sacrifices enjoined by the two 
yajatis in question are distinct from the Agneyd, ete., they are found to 
have distinct forms of their own ; and hence they must be admitted to be 
distinct actions; and as such, there being nothing to show that the results 
follow from the six primaries Agneyd and the rest only, (because the only 
sentence that had been accepted as showing this was ‘ ya evam, ete., which 
however has been shown to be the injunction of a distinet sacrifice al- 
together), the character of the primary belongs equally to all the sacrifices 
mentioned in the various sentences quoted (7.4, to the Prayaja, ete., the 
Aghiira, eic., as well as to the Agneya, etc). 


The Parvapaksa to this Adhikarana has also been stated in the 
following somewhat different form :-— 


We admit that the sacrifices are distinct ; but we cannot admit of 
the fact of the character of the Primary belonging equally to all. Because 
the names ‘ Amdvasyd’ or ‘Daria’ and ‘ Paurnamåst’ would apply only to 
some of the sacrifices, aud not to all ; and the result is spoken of as follow- 
ing from these that are qualified by these names ; and as such there can 
be no equality in the character of all the sacrifices. That is to say, the 
words ‘Darsa’ and ‘ Pauryamédsa’ denote sacrifices with a qualification 
(that of being named by these words); and as from the sentence—‘ Daria 
paurnamdsabhyam svargakâmö yajeta’—it is clear that it is only from such 
qualified sacrifices that the particular result could follow, we must take 
these alone as the primary sacrifices ; and all other sacrifices mentioned 
along with them (and without any distinct results of their own) must be 
accepted as the subsidiaries of these two. It may be noted that this 
second Pilrvapaksa is at variance with the Siddha@nta only as regards the 
difference of the sacrifices mentioned by the two ‘yajefas’ from the primary 


sacrifices of the Daria Paurnamdsa. The final form of Pfirvapaksa is 
2 
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simply that inasmuch as the application of the names Darsa and Paur- 
‘namésa dop ends upon the signification of the root ‘yuji’ all the sacrifices 
in question must be held to be equally primary. Te CEO Ey 

Tn answer to the above we have the following Siddhanta :~- 

| The words ‘yajeta’ in these sentences, Or the words ‘Amévasyd’ and 
‘Paurnamasa’ do not denote sacrifice in general; nor do you (we hold the 
sentences to lay down two independent sacrifices ) admit of these words 
pointing to all the sacrifices in question. Thon all that you can do is to 
make them lay down two independent sacrifices, But in that case, inas- 
muchas the details (material deity, ete. ) of these sacrifices are not men- 
tioned, no one would be found to perform them; and hence the sentence 
would become wholly futile. If, however, they are taken as referring to 
the sacrifices mentioned in the text, then the materials and the deities 
of all these sacrifices, as also the particular points of time at which they 
have to be performed, being found to be duly mentioned, the full form 
of the sacrifices becomes known; and as such the sentence becomes 
utilised in pointing out the time at which they should be performed, 

Tt has been argued above that the material and the Deity of the four 

- gacrifices are also clearly cognisable. : But though it is true that the 
common material, Dhruva, might be taken as the material employed, 
yet inasmuch as there is no mention of a Deity the sacrifice remains 
as indistinct ay ever: 

Nor it is possible for the Deity to ve indicated by the words of the 
mantras employed ; because the mantras in question are distinetly pointed 
out, by the order in which they occur, to belong to the Ajyayabhdgas. 

For these reasons there can be no Injunction of the Deity, through 

the sentences brought forward ; because these have been shown to have no 

connection with the matter. And hence the sacrifice held to be enjoined 

by the sentence ‘Ya evdm, ete, not havingits details of material and Deity 

clearly mentioned, it cannot be taken as one different from those previously 

laid down. The result being found to follow from only those sacrifices 
that go to form the composite whole, all the sacrifices other than these 
must be taken as subsidiary to them (the former ones the Agneya and | 
the rest, being taken as the Primary Sacrifices, and as such they are not 
all of ‘equal importance.’ ye 
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fuciery Videga Darganåt Cha, also because we find peculiar quantity. Sim 


Sarvosim, of all, aa Samesu, if equal. fe Hi because. ma: Apravrttih, they 
could not appear in them, am SyAt, would be. , 


- 
ETET Ay, Aho hate. we ‘fod a peculiarity (in the pi 
a the appearance of the subsidiary Prayaja in the modifica- 
tions of the Primaries) (we cannot hold all to be equally 
Primarios) because they (the Prayâjas) could not appear in 


them (the modifications) if all were equal—4. 
COMMENTARY. 
If the sacrifices mentioned by the sentences ‘ ya erâm ete. were dis- 
tiiet from all others, then the Aghara and the other subsidiaries would all 
equally be Primaries ; and, hence, in accordance with the Sitra VILLi-20 
the subsidary Praydjas, ete., also, like the Agneya and the other Pri- 
maries, would enter into the instrumental factor (in the bringing about 
of the principal result); aud as such they would no longer he able to 
supply the want of the method in the Bhayaud (bringing about) of the 
modifications of the Primary, which has its Instrument or means already 
laid down ; and as such these modifications would no longer take into 
themselves these Praydjas, ete.; they are actually found to be taken up 
by these modifications ; as otherwise we could not have a text enjoining 
‘Krsnala’? as tho material to be used at the Prayâja, when performed — 
in connection with the modifications, 
Consequently in order to establish the fact of the Prayaja, ete., being 
subsidiary to the Agnéya and the rest, we must take the two sentences 
in question as referring to the previously mentioned sacrifices. 
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mrg Cunastu, accessories, ARAA Sruti sarhyogat, because of direct men- 

tion. 

5, Objection: “The sentences (Yadâgneya, ete.) lay 

down accessories, because of the direct mention (of the root 
‘yaji’ in the other sentences).”—9. 

COMMENTARY. 

If we accept distinct sacrifices to be laid down by the sentences 

‘ya evam, ete.’ then we have the following advantages: (1) The singular 

number in the word ‘pawrnamdsim’ because quite explicable with reference 

to the noun itself, without having recourse to any indirect indication, 

by the word, of the composite of sacrifices. (2) If we accept these sentences 

as Injunctions, we have a further advantage, viz.: the root *yagu’ is found 

to be directly mentioned, and it is not necessary to infer it from the 

mention of the Deity (as you have got todo in the case of holding: the 


e 


meee to lie in the sentence ‘lion bad: Oh In your. case aie 
sacrifices enjoined by these inferred ‘yajis’ being more than one, their 
Apûrvas would also be: more than one and thus in comparison with the 
process of taking the sentences as .referring to the beforementioned — 
sacrifices, that of taking them as independent Injunctions is far more 
advantageous. As for the appearing of the Praydjas in the modifictions 
(urged in the preceding Stra) it can be explained, either by qualifying 
the injunction of Krgrala in the performance of the Praydjas in the 
‘modifications, by adding the condition ‘in such cases when there are sen- 
tences that must be taken as Anwvdda, or by taking it as laying down a 
material for the Praydja occurring in the primary itself, 
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men Chodanå, ee a VA, but. wart Gundndm, of accessories. gma 
Yugapat, simultaneously. mea Sastrat, by the scripture, UA Chodite, being 
declared, fe Mi, because. atema Tadarthatwat, for the sake of accessories, 
aw wer Tasya tasya, with each, smida Upadisiyat, would be enjoined, 

6. Reply: But they are Injunctions ; as otherwise 
many accessories would be declared simultaneously by the 
scripture, because if they appeared after the sacrifices had 
been enjoined then their such appearance could be only for 
the sake of the accessories and as such we would have to 
admit of an injunctive word with each accessory.—6. 

COMMENTARY, i 

The sentonces ‘yadagneya,’ ete., cannot be taken as laying down the 
accessories of the sacrifices enjoined by the sentences ‘ya evdm, ete.’ Be- 
cause it is a well recognised rule that when the Action is one that has been 
already enjoined (by a previous sentence) we cannot lay down more than 
one accessory with regard to it; as it is only when the Action has not 
been otherwise enjoined that even a number of accessories could be laid 
down by a single effort (of that Injunction). 

That is to say, in all original Injunctions of Actions, ‘he Injunetivs 
Affix proceeds to enjoin only the Bhâvanå because it is only this factor 
that is not got at by other means. And so long as this Bhdvand is not 
fully equipped with all its factors, by means of the Denotation of the 
Root and the other factors in the sentence (denoting the various auxiliaries 
of the sacrifice), it cannot be brought to action ; and hence until all this 
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has eas fully laid down, the Injunction ig not complete. And it so 
happens that by the apparent inconsistency of the generic character of 
the auxiliaries that are recognised as constituting the factors of the 
Bhavand—this inconsistency leads us to look for a specification of the 
said auxiliaries,—-then it is that the Bhdvand comes to be specified by 
those specifications which are implied by the Instrumental case-enclings 
found in the same sentence, and which also are on the look out for the 
Bhdavand (as the object to be specified). And in the case of each word, 
the Class, Gender and Number, that belong to an object,—all these come 
to be recognised, by means of the direct signification of the particular case- 
ending, as auxiliaries to the Bhūvanā because all these (class, ete.) on 
account of being expressed by the same word, have among themselves 
the relation of the qualification and the qualified, and are not recognised 
as belonging to, or depending, upon one another (and as such must be 
concluded to form part of something else; and that is the Bhdvand). And 
thus it is that all words near the Bhdvand or removed from it, fall in with 
the Bhavand, notwithstanding their remoteness or proximity—-in the way 
that we have explained under the Adhkikarana or Anughga in the fore- 
going Pada of this Adhydya. And it is only then that, having got hold 
of a Bhavana fully endowed with all its qualifications, the Injunction 
becomes complete. 

And as in all such cases the Injunction lays down the qualified 
Bhavand by a single effort, it does not entail any such anomaly as the 
assumption of various potencies in the Injunction. Because it is only 
when the direct functionings of words are multiplied that it becomes 
very complicated; and when the words end in expressing a single fact 
then there is nothing incompatible in the indirect implication of many 
things. ‘That is to say, the direct Injunction having been once utilised 
in the laying down of the qualified Bhiavandi—if it were taken again to 
directly function towards the laying down of something else, then it 
would be necessary to repeat the Injunctive word over again, and this 
being incompatible with the Veda, would not be warrantable ; when, how- 
ever, the Injunctive word has ceased its functioning with having laid down 
the Bhdvand, then, on account of the apparent inconsistency of its own 
signification it would give birth to (7.¢., indirectly imply) other Injunc- 
tive words expressive of such qualifications (as would be necessary for 
removing the said inconsistency); and in this the original injunctive 
word would not have to give up its one form as appearing in the Vedic 
text ; although it would serve all the purposes that would be served by 
various repetition of itself. i i 


AMSA-SOTRAS. IT ADDY: 


‘ORV A-MIM 


And though in this manner the Injunction of the qualificatio would. 
appear after the original Injunction of the Bhavana itself, yet in 


accordance with the law laid down under the Adhikaran on | Alpiti® (in 


the first pada of the first Adhydya), the qualifications themselves will have 


Me appeared before that. That is to say, though, as a matter of fact, the 
| Apparent Inconsistency due to the fact of the Bhdvand being qualified, 
a appearing subsequently leads to an idea of the Injunction of the qualifica- 
tion, long after that of the original Injunction (of the Bhavand), yet, in 


accordance with the rule arrived atin the Adhikarana on ‘Âkriti’ as itis 


impossible: for the Bhtvand to he qualified, in the absence of the qualifica- 


tions themselves, it must be admitted that these must have been full 


fledged entities from before ; as it is through these alone that any idea of 


the Bhavand being qualified could be brouglit about. 
All these injunctions (of qualification), pointed out by the apparent. 


inconsistency of a perceptible fact, operate either simultaneously or 


one after the other. And thus we find that if we admit a sentence to be 
ihe Injunction of a fresh Bhavand, then it becomes an easy matter to get at 
the Injunctions of its accessories by the help of the original Injunction: 
of the qualified Bhavana, which is capable of giving birth to various 
Injunctions. 

On the other hand, however, (if the sentence be taken as only: 
referring to a Bhâvanå previously enjoined by another sentence), this is 
not possible. Because as a rule, itis only when Primary is carried to a 
place, that it draws with itself all its accessories ; while if it is one of the 
accessories that is carried, it does not carry with itself another accessory, 
because these two are not so intimately connected. ‘That is to say, when 
the Bhdvand is such as has been got at from another sentence, then the 
Injunctive word in the sentence in question cannot enjoin. that Bhavana 
over again—as a repeated Injunction of the Bhdvand would be as useless | 
as the powdering of that which has already been powdered ; and then 
not performing its injunctive function, it does not become the means of 
giving birth to various Injunctions with regard to things connected with 
that Bhavana ; as it is only when the Injunctive word enjoins the qualified 
Bhavana that it makes possible assumption of such Injunctions ; and this 
ia not possible,in the case in question ; hence the Injunctive Affix is found 
to be such as has its direct expressive potency quite inoperative (towards 
the injunction of the Bhavana) and, hence, in accordance with the rule 
laid down under the Sûtra dnarthaky at tadangesu, that Injunetive Affix 
comes down from the Bhkavand and directs itself towards the auxiliaries 
connected with it. And then those qualifications of Class, Gender and 
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she which qualify the auxiliary expressed by a single word, serve to 
point ont that auxiliary,—exactly in the way that we have explained in 
the case of the Injunction of a qualified Bhdvand : and as such these 
qualifications are all enjoined, and hence in the case of a single word, even 
though the Bhavand has been enjoined by another sentence, 1t 19 possible 
to have the Injunction of many things (in connection with it). When how- 
ever there is a combination of many auxiliaries mentioned by mauy words. 
(as in the case of the sentences * Agneyostakapdlah, ete,’) then in that case, 
there being no sort of relationship among these auxiliaries themselves, the 
words expressing them also remain unconnected (with one another) ; and 
hence when the Injunction betakes itself to one of them, it has nothing 
to do with any other ; and when it would betake to this latter, 
it could not have anything to do with another, and so on; because 
all of them being wholly unconnected with ‘one another. For these 
reasons it is not possible, in this ease, to have the one implied by 
the other, as we had in the case of the Injunction applying to the 
Bhavana. i 
Mhus then in this case, the original Injunction not giving 
birth to other Injunctions, the former being one only, would be wholly 
taken up in the laying down of one auxiliary ; and then the declaration 
that it lays down another also, would not be possible, unless we meant to 
repeat the original Injunction ; this would entail the anomaly of all these 
repeated Injunctions being of human origin (and as such having no 
authority). ‘This is what is meant by the second half of the Satra, which 
means that if the sentence were taken as laying down an action. that has 
been already previously enjoined, as such laying down could only be 
for the purpose of mentioning the accessory, the Injunctive word would 
have to be repeated for the sake of the Injunction of each one of the 
accessories. 

Thus then in the sentence‘ Agneya, ete.’ we must have the injunc- 
tion of the connection of a material and a Deity ; but this connection is 
not possible with regard to any sacrifice. that may have been previously 
enjoined by other sentences ; and hence, in accordance with the Sútra 
‘Guniehchaptrva Sambandhah’ we must admit a distinct sacrifice to be 
actually enjoined by this sentence (yadagneyah, ete.); and then we have 
the same rfipavachana (non-mention of the form) ‘that was urged in the 
third Stra; and as such the sentence ‘ ya evam,” ete., must be taken as 
only referring to the sacrifices enjoined by the sentence ‘ yadagneyah, etc.’ 
And by this we are forced to have recourse to indirect indication, ete. 
for the purpose of explaining the singular ending (in Paurnamésiim). 


PURVA-MIMAMSA.SOTRAS. IT ADHVAVA. 


a SIRTA ATTA NO N 

aa: Vyapadesa, the mention, ¥ Cha, also. azma T'adavat, is like that Ns 
7. The mention of these also is like that.—7. 

COMMENTARY. 


lf the Amavasya were a single sacrifice, then the two materials—~ 
the Sdundyya (Curd and Butter) and the Osadhi (Herbs) would be 
optional alternative, aud then why should there be any mention of the 
preparation of one of these before the other, (as it would be necessary to 
employ and prepare only one of the two alternative materials) ? i 


When there are various sacrifices, then the Sanndyya and Osadhi 
come to be taken as both forming the materials to be offered in various 
sacrifices, and as such all the various materials having to be prepared for 
the Am4vasyd sacrifices, it becomes quite relevant to speak of the prepara- 
tion of one of these before the other,—which would be entirely irrelevant 
in any other case. 

And, further, in accordance with the Prrvapakst over and 
above the three sacrifices there would be a fourth (in the shape of that 
enjoined by the sentence ‘ ya evam,” ete.) ; and as such the passage quoted 
in the Bhasya would refer to them as ultarani (in the plural) and not as 
utrari (in the Dual) which refers to the two composite sacrifices, the Darsa 


and the Pauzgnamasa), 
Rigada Ns N 


fin Linga, arm Darsanât. ¥ Cha, and. 


8. Also because we find (in the Veda) indicative 
words,-——8. 
COMMENTARY. 


If the sentences ‘ya evam, ete.’ enjoined two distinct sacrifices, then the 
number of sacrifices would be more, and if they enjoined accessories, the 
number would be less than ‘thirteen’ and ‘fourteen’ which are the 
numbers that are mentioned in connection with the libations in the Darsa 
and the Paurnamdsa. Because these numbers could be possible only if 
in the Paurpamdsa there were three, and in the Darsa two primary libations 
(and this would not be the case if the sentences ‘ ya evam, ete., are taken 
either as the Injunctions of independent sacrifices, or as the Injunctions 
of Accessories). 


Muay velor to the two ronnan TA iad Laione Desierto a i 
this effect, we have the following declaration : 


“(1) Because the enjoined sacrifice has no form (material, ete.), (2) 
because the words of the gentence directly denote the sacrifices mentioned 
‘in the context, and (3) because it is only in these latter ann that we 
a distinct forms and details,—we must admit the sentences, ‘ya evam, 

; to be mere PETE to the two composite gacrifioes laid down in the 
nee ng sentences.” 


eae ern aia i 


Adhikarana IV.—Exception to the foregoing Adhikarana. 
SUTRAS LI, ii. 9 to 12. 


“Amda Sagas: Bra” We Ul 
tid Paurgamiasivat, like the Paurgamâsi. miya: Upamsuyajah, the 
Upamsu sacrifice. «mq Syat, should he, 
9, “The case of the Upamsu sacrifice should he 
exactly like the Paurnamasi.’-—9. 
COMMENTARY. 


The next three Adhikaranas deal with the exceptions to Adhi- 
karana III. 

There is one sentence :—Jâmi vA etadyajiasya kriyate yadanvanchau 
purodigan, upaméuyajamantara yajati; and then we have a set of søn- 
tences—Visnurupansu, yastavyo jAmitvaya, prajépatirupimsu, yaştavyo 
jAmitvaya, agnigomiupémsu TORRY ZONED YEN i and on these three 
arises the following question : does the expression ‘ upamsduyajam, in the 
first sentence, only serve to speak of (refer to) the whole batch of sacrifices 
mentioned in the latter set of sentences ? or does it serve to lay down an 
independent sacrifice by itself? And on this question, we have the 
Pûrvapaksa embodied in the Sûtra ; and in support thereof we have the 
following arguments, 


To the sentence ‘Updmsuyajam, ce.” apply all the conclusions 
arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana, 


“ Because inasmuch as the sacrifices laid down in the latter set of 
sentences have their accessories in the shape of the respective deities duly 
mentioned, while that which is mentioned in the first sentence has no 
such accessory mentioned, we cannot bat conclude that this latter sacri- 


fice depends upon the former sacrifices. 
3 
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oe 
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Y That j is to say, in the three sentences we have the ati tav ya eh 
the verb ; and as such they have the character of absolute Injunction, and, 
hence, if we were to assume these sentences to enjoin independent sacri- 
fices, then we would render ourselves open to all the aforesaid objections 
of the details of these being unknown, and also of the necessity of having 
to assume many unseen factors.” 

“And, further, we find each of tho latter threo sentences sheath 
ing the removal of the evil effects of the jamz (a technical flaw in the 
performance of a sacrifice, explained below); and itis with regard to this 
flaw of the jami that the first sentence mentioned the Upåmsu sacrifices. 
That is to say, looking at the whole section, from the first sentence to the 
last, we find that the mention of jami (in the first sentence) and the 
vemoval of jami (mentioned in the last three) form one subject; and from 
this it is clear that it is the last three sentences that contain the real 
Injunctions, whereas in the first sentence we do not find any distinct 
Arthavdda or lujunction (by whieh it could be taken as containing the 
Injunetion of a sacrifice), Then again, the special purpose served by the 
first sentence referring to the whole set of the three sacrifices (laid down 
in the latter sentences), is that it is only thus that any one of the three 
sacrifices (laid down by the three sentences) can be taken ag a sacrifice 
independent of the other two; itis only by making the first sentence 
(which mentions a definite point of time; in the shape of the interim 
between the offering of two cakes, supplementary to the last three sen- 
tonces, that all the three sacrifices becoming connected with that parti- 
cular time,-—-each of them comes to be taken as an independent primary 


sacrifice, 
Maat A BIKA N 2o N 


_ Sen Chodana, injunction, a Va, certainly, weer Aprakyitatwat, not 
being mentioned in the context. 


10.. But it must be an injunction as there is no other 


sacrifice mentioned in the context.—10, 
COMMENTARY. 

The sentence ‘Upanenydjan yajati’ isthe Injunction of an independ- 
ent sacrifice, and it is not a mere reference to the set of three sacrifices 
mentioned in the three sentences: (1) Because there being no other sacri- 
fices mentioned in the context, the sentence cannot be taken as a mere 
reference, and (2) because no sacrifice is actually enjoined by the sentences 
Vigne, ete. 


P 


oa 
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In the case of the sentence mentioning the Vaisednara sacrifice, we | i 


find that from beginning to end the text treats of ‘ twelve cakes,’ and hence 
the mention of the numbers ‘eight’ and the rest come to be taken as form- 
ing part of the twelve; and as such the sentences mentioning these small 
numbers are not taken as separate Injunctions of those numbers. In the 
same manner in the case in question, we find that the Injunction is 
introduced by the words ‘jami va etat’ which describe a certain flaw 
in the sacrifice; and itis clear that such mention of the flaw must have 
some bearing on, and be needed by a certain enjoined, sacrifice ; 
consequently it appears that the sentences ‘Visnu, ete., speaking of the 
removal of the flaw serve the purpose of eulogising that enjoined sacrifice. 
When it so happens that between the offering of two cakes there is no 
other action to be performed, then we have what is called the flaw of 
‘jami’ and hence the mention of the ‘removal of jamz’ must be taken as 
eulogising that action which would be laid down as to be performed 
between the two offerings; and from this it follows that in the case in 
question, what has to be eulogised in the sacrifice Updmsu, which is 
distinctly laid down as to be performed ‘in the interim’; while in the 
sentences ‘Visnu, ete., we find described the ‘removing of the jami’ 
which is the eulogy required by the aforesaid Updméu sacrifice ; and 
consequently we disregard the injunctive character of these sentences, 
because their injunctiveness is nowhere found to be required, and hence 
all of them come to be taken as mere eulogistic sentences. Specially as 
we do not find the “interim” mentioned as to the time, in the sentences, 
* Visnu, ete.’; and as such the ‘jamz’ with a mention of which the context 
was introduced, not having any direct connection with these sentences, 
these cannot be taken as embodying the Injunctions of any action for that 
‘jami’; and hence too the ‘removing of jami’ mentioned in these 
sentences cannot be taken as eulogising these latter Injunctions, On the 
other hand, that action, which is mentioned directly in connection with 
the time ‘interim’ is distinctly found to be the object of Injunction by the 
sentence that begins with the mention of ‘ jami’; and then on this ground 

the other sentences come to have their use in eulogising that action; 
under the circumstances, it is scarcely right to accept an Injunction that 
we entail the assumption of many imperceptible elements, 

And further, in the case of the sentences ‘ Vignu, ete., these being 
taken as connecting the sacrifices with the Visnu, etc., the ‘sacrifice’ 
would be indirectly implied as subordinate to that connection ; and so long 
as a directly expressed sacrifice is available (in the sentence Updérmsum, etc.) 
it is not right to accept an indirectly implied sacrifice to be enjoined. 


Dovey! 
t 
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That is to say, the affix ‘tavya’ in the ‘yagtavyah’ is in the passive 
and as such the predominant factor in the sentence is ‘Vignw’ to whom 
the ‘sacrifice’ is subordinate (sentence meaning etymologically that 
Vignu is the objective of the sacrifice) , and the performability of the 
sacrifice could be only inferred indirectly from the sentence,—the factor 
of the ‘sacrifice’ being extracted out of the word ‘ yastavyah’ and this 
"would be scarcely proper ; because we have a direct Injunction of the 
sacrifice in the sentence ‘antara yajati’ Even though it were possible for 
the sentence ‘ Vignu’ to be taken apart from the sentence ‘antara yajati 
yet all that they could do would be to lay down the Deities for that | 
sacrifice which is Jaid down as to be performed in the ‘interim’ (in 
the sentence antara, etc.) ; aud they could not Jay down distinct Actions. 
‘As a matter of fact, it is not possible even for the Deity to be laid 
down by such sentences. Because the word ‘yastavyah in these does not 
signify either the Deity or that to which something is given; because all 
that they actually signify is a material subordinate (belonging) to the 
sacrifice ; consequently what we have to do is to take the potency of the 
objective as the predominant element ; and as such what the word would 
signify would be what is signified by the Accusative case-ending; and 
certainly that does not establish the Character of the Deity. Because the 
root ‘yaji’ meaning ‘to give away’ its actual objective is that which w 
given away, and hence the only possible explanation would be that the 
deity approached by the object given away, comes subsequently to be 
indirectly connected with the sacrifice. But in this way, the words come 
to have two objectives ; and, hence in accordance with the Sûtra sampatih 
sabdérthab [II. iv. 23] what happens is that the objective, in the shape of 
the thing given away, is set aside, and another, in the shape of the Deity 
worshipped, becomes manifested ; and the verb thereby coming to be 
recognised to have only one objective (in the shape of the Deity worship- 
ped) ; it is only after its Dative potency has been wholly suppressed, that 
the Deity could be spoken of as the objective, asin the sentence * Visnum 
va ’ (in the Active Voice) or Viguuryagtevyah (in the Passive Voice). 
And certainly in this we do not find any denotation of the Deity ; all that 
we find in the character of Deity (of Vimu) is indirectly indicated by the 
apparent inconsistency of its objective character. And consequently, in 
taking this sentence as an independent Injunction, we would have to get 
at the requisite Bhdvand only by undertaking all the trouble of assuming 
a Deity, And certainly in comparison with all these assumptions, itis- 
more reasonable by far to take the sentence as a mere Arthavada (of the 
sacrifice laid down in ‘antara yayati '.) 


a! 
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| GUIANA we N 
aq Guna, property, ewewq Upavandhat, on account of mention. 
11. Because the property is mentioned.—1L1. 

; COMMENTARY. 

That action (is enjoined by the sentence ‘antara ete.’) in connection 
with which we find the property of Upamsu mentioned in the sentence 
‘Upamsu paurnamasyam yar, which serve the purpose of laying down ~ 
the time (Paurnamdst) for the sacrifice. But ‘this sentence is not the 
original injunction of the said property ; because the sentence not embody- 
ing an injunction of a sacrifice, the said injunction of the property would 
involve the injunction of many things (which is highly objectionable). 
And for this reason we must take the sentenco upamsu ‘ paurpamâsyam, 
ete., as only describing that whicb has been enjoined by the sentence 


antara, ete. 
OY FIAT WAR Ul 
ma Priye, ag if it were, am Vachanât, on account of mention, = Cha, 
also, 
12. Also because the sacrifice in question is mention- 
edin Vedic texts as if it were a primary sacrifice.—I12, 
COMMENTARY, 

We find the sentence Hpridayamupamsuyajak which eulogises the 
Upimsu sacrifice as if it were (Praya) the principal limb (beart) of the 
sacrificial person ; and thus clearly shows that it is a primary (and not 
secondary) sacrifice. 


Adhikarana V.—The Aghdra, ete., are independent 
actions. 
SUTRAS TI, fi. 18 to 16. 
T ANARE” N 23 N 
sraofie Aghdragnihotram, the Aghâra and the agnihotra. weran Arfúûpa- 
-twft, because they have no forms. 

13. “The Aghara and the Agnihotra (merely refer to 
other sacrifices) because we do not find mentioned in the Veda 
the forms (the accessory details) of these sacrifices.” —13. 

è COMMENTARY. 
- [This adhikarana is based upon two sets of passages: (1) We have 
‘the sentences ‘Urdhvamdgharayati, *Santatamdghardyati’ and ‘ rjum 


ie 
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iwharayat followed by agharam aghavayati; and (2) we have the sentences 
‘dadhna juhoti, and ‘payaså juhoti,’ ete., followed by ‘agnihotram juhoti.’ 

And the question is as to whether the two sentences ‘agharamagharyati’ 

and ‘agnihotram juhoti’ lay down actions totally distinct from. those 

mentioned in the preceding sentences, or they only refer to those same 

actions? And the position taken up by the Pérvapaksa is that the 

sentence ‘agharamagharayati’ only refers collectively to the set of actions 
mentioned by the sentences ‘úrdhavam, ete., and so also with the sentence 
‘agnihotram juhoti.’ Nor can this Adhikarana be said to have been 

included in the foregoing one; because]. The Aghara and the Homa that 

present themselves to the mind on the utterance of the sentence ‘ Urdhva~ 

magharayati’ and‘ payasd juhott’ are exactly as they are pointed out by 

these sentences; nor in this case is there'a suppression of the Bhdvands 
of the yåja and the koma by the supervening character of the material ; 

as we have in the case of the sentence ‘Visnurupdmsu yastavyah, and 

further, in the case in question the various sentences cannot be taken 

together as forming a single sentence ‘asin the previous Adhikarana) ; 

nor does any of the two parties admit of the sentences being mere eulogis- 
tic ones; and hence the Injunction would be an absolute one, of the 
Action, just as (in the previous case) you hold it to be that of the Acces- 

sory. 

That is to say, we do not, asin the case of the sentences ‘ upaméu, ete., 
admit the fact of all the sentences in question forming a single sentence ; 
nor do they serve the purposes of glorification ; and hence according to both 
parties the sentences come to be accepted as Injunctions and the only ques- 
tion that arises is as to whether the Injunction is one of the Accessory only, 
or that of the Action accompanied by that Accessory? And on this we 
have the following 

; PURVAPAKSA. 

“The Injunction is one of the Action. Because the Injunctiveneas 
being mentioned by the Affix, can never belong to the Noun. It may be 
urged that the Injunction of the Noun would follow from the Bhdvand, 
but in that case, it would be the Bhavana that would be enjoined first. 

That is to say, the Injunctive chavacter does not rest with the words 
‘dadhi’ and the rest; and being expressed by the Affix, that character 
could not be related to the curd, ete., except by means of the Bhdvand and 
the Root-meaning. For we have no such sentence as dadhnd-yut (the yut 
being the injunctive affix only, apart from the Verbal Root); the sentence 
that we have is (dadhnå kuryât where the relationship of the dadhi with 
the afix is through the root ‘hr.’ Thus then the performability of the 
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dadhi etc., being due solely to the Bhâvanå and the Root-meaning—how is 

it that these letters are denied to be the objects of she Injunction ?. For, | 
certainly, without the Injunction of these we can never point out any 

Injunction of the Accessory. Because no sooner do we proceed to show 
such an Injunction than the Injunction of the Bhavand and the Root- 

meaning presents itself forcibly. Consequently we must admit that what 

is enjoined is either the Homa or the Bhavand as qualified by the dadhi. 

And, then each of the Bhdvends, being duly recognised as having 
distinct accessory details of its own, the very fact of their following one 
after the other, points to the fact of their forming a single collective 
whole; and it follows that it is this collective whole that is meant by 
the sentence ‘agnihotram juhoti.’ And the use of this reference lies in the 
unification of the Injunctions of the means and the result of these sacri- 
fices. And thus dadhi and the other materials, each belonging. to a 
distinct Action by itself, we are saved the undue necessity of taking them 
as optional alternatives. 

In the same manner, in the case of the sentences ‘U rdhvamagharayati, 
ete., etc., though we do not find the material or the Deity of these mention- 
ed, yet in accordance with the rule laid down in connection with upamésu 
qualifications of drdhva ete. may be taken as specifying differentias ; and 
through these those Actions being taken as having their accessories men- 
tioned, it is only the action mentioned by the sentence aygharam agharayati 
that remains without a mention of its accessory details ; and as such being 
wholly incapable of attracting men towards itself, it has to be taken as a 
mere reference to the previously mentioned sacrifices: And in that case, 
too, the use of such reference lies in the unification (of the three sacrifices) 
which is necessary for the purpose of the employing in them of the mantra 
ida urdhas adhvara ete., and the connection of the single Deity mentioned 
in the sentences (tasyagharamagharya, etc.) 


O ARTNR N 


an Samjha, names, sewa Upavandhât, presence, 


14. “ Because distinct names are given.” --14. 
COMMENTARY. 
“ And further, names are employed only with a view to pointing out 
a certain definite peculiarity ; and in the case in question we do not 
perceive what these peculiarities are (that are pointed out by the names 
‘aghara’ and ‘agnihotra’ unless we take them as referring to the foregoing 
sacrifices). If the name ‘agnihotra’ were taken only as pointing to Homa in 


_ question. 


mir aiaeeidina aprini san iiinn mem: 


general, then, as much as this is already known, it would not be any new 


Action (mentioned by the word). And as already known, there is nothing 
in it that has to be known and as such no injunetion of that would be. 


possible, 
“sprang” ey N 


mmaa Aprakritatvat, ? | 
15. Because it is not related to the context.—15. 
COMMENTARY, 
Under Sdtra 2.2.5, it has been held that an Action can obtain its 


accessories from other sentences ; so that in’ the ease in question the sen- 
‘tence fagnihotram juhoti’ might be taken as the original injunction of an 


detion having its accessories laid down by such sentences as ‘taydulai 
juhoti, ‘dadhna juhoti,’ 

This however is not possible as in the originative sentences 
(ugnihotram juhoti) we do not find any Prakarana of Actions, because it 
is only after the action has been connected with a particular result, that 
there arises a Prakarane (ov desire) of knowing how that Result is to be 
brought about, by means of that Action, and as such the Prakarana, 
could only proceed from the assumed sentence that would sum up all 
the three factors of the Bhdvana in connection with the Action in 


aaa ar wearer agaaa, TAAGA 
ga: ata: MN é N 


aen Chodanå, injunctions. w Vå, really. marier Sabdarthasya. what is ex- 
pressed by the words, Wumgrearq Prayogabhiitatvat, simply to be performed, araf: 
Tatsannidheh, of the samo words. qi, Gundrthena, for the purpose of laying 
down accessory details, ya: ft: Punabsrutih, repetition. 

16, They are really Injunctions of independent Action 
because the words distinctly express something to be per- 
formed and the repetition of the same words is for the 
purpose of laying down accessory details. —16. 

COMMENTARY. 

It is clearly perceived that the words ‘aghorayatv (in ‘agharama- 
gharayati ’) and juhoti (in ‘ agnihotram juhoti’) not having their Injunctive 
potency taken up by any other word, cannot but distinctly express the 
injunction of definite actions. -Nor can it be urged that the actions of 
‘Aghara’ and ‘Homa’ are already enjoined by the sentences ‘ûrdhvan, ete., 


aa’ dadhnd, ete, M because the Injunctive potency of. these sentences is 
taken up by laying down of the accessories in the shape of ‘ardhva’ and 

‘dadhi,’ which are not laid down ‘by any other sentence; and as such: 
we cannot very well discard the idea of these sentences nately referring 
(by the words ‘agharyati’ and juhoti’) to the actions of Agharu and Homa 
‘enjoined by the two former sentences), 

Whenever we come across the Injunction of a qualified Action what 
we have to consider in the first sentence, is what factor of the object of 
Injunction is such as has been laid down elsewhere and what is not so; 
and when this has been duly diseriminated, the Injunction comes to be 
taken as pertaining wholly to that factor which has not been laid down 
elsewhere ; in the case of the sentence ‘dudhnâ juhoti, as the object of 
injunction is the action of ‘Homa as qualified by dadhi,’ when we find that 
the Homa has already been laid down by the sentence ‘agnithotram juhoti,’ 
we conclude the Injunction in question to pertain to the dadhi only, and the 
Bhåvanå and the Root-meaning (denoted in ‘dadhna juholi’) are said to be 
mere references to those enjoined elsewhere ; and it is never said that from 
the very beginning the sentence ‘dadhnd juhoti' enjoins only the accessory 
with reference to the previously enjoined Bhdvand and Root-meaning. 

The arguments of the Parvapaksa are thus disposed of in the 
Tantra Vartika. 5 

(1) As for the names ‘Agnihotra’ and ‘Aghara’ they can be explained 
as serving the purpose of pointing out the peculiarity indicated by the 
verbs “juhoti’ and ‘agharayati’ and in the present instance, they serve to 
distinguish the two actions in question from all other actions (of Homa 
and Aghara) ; on the ground of these two being enjoined. 

(2) As for the absence of the accessory details (as urged under 
Sútra 15), we find that the material and the Deity are distinctly pointed 
out by the context. Nor can it be urged that there being no method 
mentioned in the injunctive sentence (that there would he no context) ; 
because no such method would be looked for until the relationship with 
the Resu!t had been established. 

(3) Nor it is possible for us to have the Injunction of the Result 
with regard to an Action of which the Material and the Deity have not 
been laid down. Because the Result might very well be laid down with 
regard to the Homa only, of which the material and the Deity might be 
mentioned later on ; and there would be no incongruity in this. 

(4) As a matter of fact, in similar cases, we do admit of reference 
to previously enjoined actions, But the acceptance of this reference 
always depends upon the fact of the action referred to being one that 

4 
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s been already enjoined (or mentioned) ; and as such it always stands — 
in need of recognising the Actions as the same as that which has been 
previously enjoined. Pat ed 

(5) The mere fact of the Aghara being mentioned in another 
Prakarana does not do away with all the intervening Prakaranas of the 
Aghava. Because even in the case of the Aghar« (as laid down by the 
sentence ‘agharamagharayati ’) the conjugational affix al ways raises in us 
a desire to know the Object, the Instrument and the Method of the action ; 
cand hence it is quite possible for the material and the Deity to be 
indicated by the Prakaraya (as the said desire could be fulfilled only by 
an indication of these). i 

Then again, your theory would necessitate the assumption of many 
unseen factors. Because you make each of the sentences ‘ dadhna juhoti’ 
ete. and ‘urdhvamagharayati, etc, lay down an independent Action, and 
we do not find any deity laid down either for the Homa of dadhi or for the 
ûrdhva agharu, ete., and in the case of the sentence ‘urdhvamagharayate,’ the 
material too is not mentioned, and inasmuch as you hold each of them 
to be the injunetion of an independent action, they could not be taken as 
laying down the materials, ete., for one another. 

For these reasons it must be said as we have put it. 

(6) Tt has been argued above that in the sentence ‘agnihotram 
juhoti, if the first word were to express an action, then, inasmuch as 
an Action could never be the objective, the accusative ending (in 
‘agnahotram’) would be wholly inexplicable. In reply to this we urge 
that an action can be the objective of such verbs as Satkalpa (determina- 
tion) and the like; and as such the accusative ending in ‘ agnihotram ' 
could be explained as with reference to the determination implied by the 
word ‘ juhoti’ and as such there is nothing incongruous in the accusative 


endiug in ‘ agnihotram.’ 
Adhikarana VI.—The Pasuydga and the Somaydga are 
j independent actions. 
SUTRAS 17 to 20. 


cordate staan Tastee: SÀ UR FEN- 
aam ary aa asa ey ul | 


zama Dravyasamyogat, on account of connection with certain materials. 
qan Chodand, injunction, "REA: Pagusomyob of the Pasuyâga and the Soma- 
-yaga. awa Prakarane, in the context. fe Hi, as. a Anarthako, would be 


sae gen PEN A mention m tha diitiactal) afe Nahi, because they eh 


cessory materials, 

17. Because of. ihe Puinpehon with certain materials 
the words, ‘Pasu, etc.’ and ‘Soma, ete.’ contain ‘injunctions ; 
as in the context the mention of the mere material would be 
useless—specially because the words do not serve the pur- 
pose of laying down accessory materials.—17. 

COMMENTARY. 

(1) We bave a sentence ‘ Paswmdlubhetd’ and in continuation of 
this we have the sentences ‘hridayasydgre vadyati, atha jikvaya athava~ 
ksasåk. (2) Then again we have the sentence ‘Somena yajati’ and in its 
continuation, the sentences ‘Aindravå yavan grilindtt, maitravarunam grih- 
nati,’ etc. And the question that arises is this: Is Alabheta a mere 
reference to the actions laid down by ‘avadyati’ and is ‘ yajeta’ a mere 
reference to those laid down by ‘grihydté’ or do they lay down independent — 
actions by themselves ? The question is ultimately stated in the following 
form? Is the word ‘Pasw’ a mere reference to the hridaya, ete., and the 
word ‘yaji’ to the sacrifices implied by the word ‘avadyati’ or do they lay 
down an independent ‘ydaga’ and ‘Pasu’ (as its material), the other 
sentences only serving to point out their accessory details? In the same 
manner, the question with reference to the other set of sentences is this: 
Is the word ‘yajeta,’ a mere reference to the sacrifice implied by the rela- 
tionship of the material and the Deity, as mentioned in the sentences 
‘dindravdyavam, cto’; and the word ‘Soma’ to the juice used at those 
sacrifices or the sentences ‘Somena yajeta’ lays down an independent 
action together with the material to be used in it ? 

On this question the Purvapaksa view is as follows :— 
The words in question are mere references to a number of actions 


taken collectively. i 

Because as in the case of the sentences ‘ Yaddgneyostakapalh’ 
etc., the real end of the sentence is not served until the ‘sacrifice’ has been 
inferred (because the cake cannot be spoken of as ‘Agneya’ until it has 
been offered in sacrifice to the Deity Agnz)-—So also in the case of the 
sentences ‘Aindravayavam,’ etc., their full signification would not be accom- 
plished until they implied a sacrifice (at which the Soma would be offered 
to Indravayu, when alone it could be spoken of as Aindravayavam). That 
is to say, the relationship of the Deity and the material mentioned i in the 


do not. wx Tasya, of them, qaia i the purpose of aiie down ac i Net 


T wor Sitede yåvam Ginties bbe complete until a ane! has been dia 
` ed, and go long as the sentence itself is not complete, it cannot stand in — 
“need of any other sentence ‘in the shape of ‘Somena yajeta, for which 
according to the Siddhanta it would lay down as accessory detail); and 


| as such the sacrifice mentioned by the sentence ‘Somend yajeta’ could not 


yet come in as the sacrifice sought after ; nor, pa the other hand, would 
it be possible for the sentences La adds yavam, ete. to lay down the 
_ Deities for the sacrifice laid down by the sentence ‘Somena yajeta’ ; which 
having no Deity mentioned, is wanting in an accessory detail of another 
sacrifice, we are forced to admit that that spoken of in the sentence ‘Somena 
yajela’ isa mere reference to those sacrifices that bave been laid down. 
in the context (by the sentences ‘Aindravåyavam ġrihnâti, etc.) 

In answer to the above the Siddhénta, as put termena by the 
Hi Bhaya i is as follows :— 

It is only when the sacrifice mentioned ina sentence is l adtal 
recognised to be the same as those mentioned before, that we take it to be 
a mere reference to these; in the case in question, however, we (lo hot. 
find this to be the case. | 

That is to say, if in the case in question we recognised the sacrifice | 
to be exactly the same in all its details as those mentioned before,—-as we do 
in the case of the Purnamdsa sacrifice, then we could take the sentence as a 
mere reference, If again, the sentence were held to be a reference to the 
root ‘yajt’ alone, then we could conclude it to be a reference bereft of the 
qualifications. In the cases in question, however, we find the sacrifices 
mentioned before are—(1) those that have the ‘ Hridaya, etc., and (2) those 
having the juice, for the material to be offered ; while the sacrifices men- 
tioned by the sentences in question have, for their materials, the Pasu 
and the Soma, respectively ; and thus these letters not being recognised 
to be the samo as the former ones, we cannot take these sentences to be 
mere references to the former sacrifices. 

The Vartika is not satisfied with the above presentment of the 
Adhikarana. Against the above statement of the Siddhanta it quotes the 
following argument of the opponent !-— 

In the case of the Agtukapila cake, ete., though we find that these 
cakes are directly laid down as the materials, yet we accept the corn 
(Vrihi) as the material, though this is pointed out only by syntactical 
connection ; and in the same manner we could accept the ‘Soma’ as the 
enjoined material. It is only when there is a contradiction between two 
things that the stronger sets aside the weaker ; and this is not the case 
when two things are quite compatible with one another. In the case in 
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question we find that the ‘Somw is quite compatible with the juice because 
this Jatter stands in need of something from which it could be extracted — 
and the Soma-plant comes in as fulfilling this requirement. For instance, 
in the case of the sentence ‘Agneyo’stakupdlah,’ etc., though we find tbat — 
the ‘Astakupdla’ is directly laid down by the sentence, yet when the Vrihi 
and the Yuva come to be laid down as the materials, there is no contradic- 
tion ; for these corns are actually required as the material out of which the 
Astakapdla cake would be made; and certainly in taking up the Vriki 
one does not give up the making of the Astakapdle ; and hence in this 
casé the action with reference to which Vrihi is laid down as the material 
is not recognised as any otber than that for which the ‘Astakapdiw’ has 
been laid down. Exactly in the same manner, in the cage in question, 
in taking up the Somuplant, one does not give up the juice, and hence 
there being uo incompatibility between the two, inasmuch as the Some 
mentioned in the sentence in question can very well be taken as the 
material for the sacrifices laid down by tlie other sentences, the sentence 
in question cannot be taken, as laying down a distinct Action, merely 
on the ground of a difference in the materials mentioned. And further, 
the argument, applies equally to the Siddhanta also; because the Siddhanta 
also does not hold that the unpounded soma plant is to be offered at the 
sacrifice ; and hence just as for you the plant would only be the source 
of the juice, so also would it be for Parvupulgin. As a matter of fact, 
it is your own theory that would be the more incongruous of the two. For 
in your case, if the Plant, as mentioned in the-originative Injunction, 
were to be the sole means of accomplishing the sacrifice, then it would 
never do to turn it intoJuice, in accordance with other sentences, In 
our case, inasmuch as the juice would not be possible withour its origin 
(in the shape of the Plant), our sentence be always on the look-out for the 
mention of tliis source ; and hence even if such source happens to be 
mentioned by another sentence, there is nothing incongruous in our 
having recourse to it. In your case, on the other hand, inasmuch as the 
original Plent itself is quite capable of being offered bodily by itself, it 
does not stand in the need of any mention of its modifications ; and as 
such any connection of these would be wholly incompatible, consequently 
we could not accept any such connection as laid down by other sentences. 
in view of these arguments, based as they are on the firm ground 
of such examples as the aforesaid injunction of Vrihi, ete., which com- 
pletely sbut out our mouth, it is best for us not to start the question of 
the injunction of Materials, and toconfine ourselves solely to the refutation 
of the view of the sentences in question being mere references to previously 
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mentioned sacrifi ces. In thg case of the Pasu, holebber, as thie i anim 
a whole is not capable of being bodily offered at a sacrifice, the above 
arguments of the opponent would not apply ; and hence for this case alone 
the argument of the Injunction of different materials would be a good one 
| for the Siddhdnta. But in the case of ‘Soma’ it becomes necessary for us 
to refute the opponent’s arguments based upon the Injunction of the 
Vrihi; and for this purpose we have the next Sdira, 

Or, we may take it thus—that having refuted the former Siddhdnta 
arguments (by means of the arguments based upon the Injunction of Vriha) 
the true conclusion is arrived at by means of the arguments y N DARIpA in 
the following Sûtra. 

Or, lastly, we can take the present Sûtra as embodying the 
 Pirvapaksa and the next Sitra, in which the ‘cha’ may be taken in 
the sence of ‘tu’ (which is a sign of the ‘Siddkdnta-Sdtra’) as putting 
forth the Siddhanta. 

It may be asked how the present Sútra can be taken as expressing 
the Pdrvapaksa, This we proceed to explain as follows :— 

The question boing g,-—-do the sentences ‘hridayasya, ete., and 

‘ Aindravdyavam, etc., serve the purpose of laying down accessory details, 
like the Dadhz, ete., and the subsequent sentences (Pusum ete., and Somena, 
etc.) are the originative Injunctions of the sacrifices concerned ?——or do 
the former sentences themselves serve as the Injunctions of Sacrifices? 
We have the following 


PURVAPAKSA, 

The sentence ‘ Hridayasya, ete., or Aindrvvdyavam, ete., do not serve 
the purpose of laying down accessory details, like the sentences ‘Dadhnd 
juhoti’ and the rest; in fact these themselves are original Injunctions, 
Why? Because of the mention of materials, i.e., because of the mention 
of such materials as ‘ Hridaya, ete., these sentences are the Injunctions of 
the Pasu and the Soma, as otherwise, through the context the connection 
of ‘ Hridaya, ete., would become subsidiary to the sacrifice while as a 
matter of fact, it is not possible for this connection to serve as its accessory, 
because that would be contrary to the Pasu and the Soma-plant laid down 

“in the original Injunctive sentences. Or in accordance with a previous 
‘aw, the Pasu arid the Soma having been obtained from other sentences, 
the mention of the connection of materials, in the present context, would 
in your theory be wholly useless, In my theory, on the other hand, the 
word Soma (in ‘Somena yajeta’) is the name of the sacrifice, and the sentence 
‘ Agnistomiyam pasum’ serves the purpose of laying down the Deity 
“ Agni-Soma’; and thus none of these two sentences making mention of | 


“es 
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any material, the mention. of tnatetiale i in the athe: sentences is not at all fi 
superfluous. Consequently we conelude that the real Inj junctions of the 
sacrifice are contained in the sentences ‘ Hridayasya, ete., and ‘ Aindravå- 
yavam etc., (and the sentences Agnistomiyam, pasum, ete., and ‘Somena 
yujeta’ are mere references to these sacrifices taken collectively,-—--the 
former serving the purpose of pointing out the Deity for the offerings of 
the pieces, and the bau supplying the name of the sacrifices taken 
collectively.) 

The Vartika takes the next Sdtra as embodying the Siddhanta of the 
Adhikarana while the Bhasya takes it as meeting certain Pavapaksa 


arguments, 


SAHA GEAR: Ws 
stent: AchodakAh, cannot he injunctive, 4 Cha, farther, dea; Samskardh, 
laying down purificatory rites, 
18. But as (laying down) parificatory rites they cannot 
he injunctive (of independent Actions).-—18, 
” COMMENTARY. 

The sentences in question cannot be taken as mere references to 
previous sacrifices, beewuse of these latter not being the sucrifices treated of 
by the context,——an argument that has already been explained on a 
previous occasion in Satra I. ii. 10. 

Question: “But how is it that these are not the sacrifices treated of 
by the context ?” 

Answer: Because the words ‘avadyate’ and ‘ grihndti’ are not 
injunctive of sacrifices; as what they do is only to lay down certain 
purificatory or preparatory rites; because they are actually found to end 
with them: as when a sentence is actually found to have its sole ending 
in the pointing out of such rites, there is no ground for assuming a 
sacrifice to be indirectly indicated. 

Thus; then, the actions (mentioned in the sentences ‘ Aindravdyvam, 
ete.,’) having the character of more Preparatory Actions, they stand in need 
of the mention of a ‘sacrifice’ somewhere else: and as such there 
would be nothing incongurous in the. fact of such a sacrifice being laid 
down by another sentence (Somena yajela), ete. 

And our way of taking the sentences has the following advantage. 
(1) `The singular number in ‘ Jyotistomena’ becomes capable of being 
taken directly (and not figuratively as necessitated by the Pûrvapakza, 
which makes it refer to many sacrifices), (2) we are saved the useless trouble 


e ‘ Jyotistoma,” (a) nor is it ‘npoaksanty, for us to. {acu te phan Oe 

i useless fact of the sentence in question being a reference to all the other 

“sentences, as in the case of the Parvapaksa in connection with 
í Aghârâgnihotra.” 

| For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in question are 

an m unetions of the Animal and the Soma sacrifices, 


o agaa aseara FIARATA fe aa 
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aaa Tadbhedât, because of difference, wrw: Karmagah, of the action, 
sews: AbhyAsab, repetition, gaveraa Dravyaprithaktvat,as the substances are dis- 
tinct. ake Anarthakam, useless. f Hi, because. ema SyAt, it would be, Ru 
Bhedwh, difference. wami waa Dravyagunibhavat, as it is subservient to the 
substance, Hn aly 
19. Because of difference, there is a repetition of the 
‘Action, as the substances are distinct, it would be useless 
(to mention another connection) ; hence there is a difference 
(in the Grahana); specially as it is subservient to the sub- 
stance,—19. 
COMMENTARY. 

On account of the connection of the deity being different in each 
case, there must be a repetition of the action of grahuna; because on 
account of the distinctness of the substance that is to be prepared or 
purified by means of the grvhax« in connection with the said deities, if 
any other connection were mentioned, it would be wholly useless as it would 
not be performed ; and hence, there is a difference of the grahanu, beewuse 
it is subservient to the substance to be purified (by that grahuma). 

The Vartika has suggested another interpretation of the Satra also, 
it is as follows :-——-‘ tadbhedat ’ t.e., because of the diversity of the 
prepared ‘ Soma’—— there is æ repetition of the action of sacrifice ; * because 
of the separateness of the materiul accepted’ ;—if all of them were not offered 
up, the whole ‘would be useless’; and hence even though in the original 
Injunction, the sacrifice has been mentioned but once yet ‘there is a 
diversity’ of its performance, because of the fact of the originally enjoined 
‘substance being subservient tothe various conditions mentioned in other 
sentences. 

The substance, too, must be offered in the same way as it haa been 
held in the various cups as, if the whole thing were to be mixed up again, 


“the pn previous holding i a A cups would become wholly useless ; and Ae 
the T doia, to whom the cupfuls have been previously dedicated, would 

not become connected with (possessed of) their specified shares; nor is it 
possible for all the deities to be referred to at the time of the (single) 
offering, hence it is not possible for people, afraid of repetition, to mix up 
all the juice and make a single offering of it; specially as even if this 
were done, it would lead to a confusion of the shares (previously specified). 
And when the shares have been once separately specified, it becomes 
necessary for the other party to clear up the said confusion, unless of course 
he has a scriptural text distinctly laying down such confusion. Thus 
then, it being necessary to make the offering as previously determined, 
it is only when all the deities (and the grahanas as taken collectively, that 
the following sentence—-dasaitdnadhvaryuh prétahsavane grihndti, dswino ` 
dasamo grihudti tam tritiyam juhoti etc., etc., (laying down the definite 


order and the summing up of the various ‘ grahanas’ becomes explicable.) 


Thus then we conclude that the whole forms a single action (of the 
J yotistoma). 

The use of the present Adhikarana lies in the fact that, according to 
the pitrvapaksa, among the sacrifices subsidiary to the same sacrifice (the 
Jyotistoma), we would have the performance of the details with regard 
to one cup, and that, too, only once ; whereas, according to the Siddhdnta, 
the whole thing has to be done exactly as in the Primary Sacrifice (the 
J yotistoma). 


D @ 
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vent: Sanskdrah, the purificatory action. q Tu, however. 4 Raa Na Bhidyeta, 
would not differ. watan Pararthatvat, on account of being for the sake of some- 
thing elso. 74% Darvyasya, of the substance. memea Cunabhutatvat, because it 
has a subordinate position. 

20. The purificatory action would not differ because 
the substance being for the sake of something else has a 
subordinate position.—20. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the Pirvapaksa it has been argued that in the case of the tying 
of the animal there are a number of texts laying down the tethering post 
to be of Khadira, Palada, etc., and this tying being a purificatory act the 
various trees mentioned have been regarded as optional alternatives. In 
the same manner it has been urged in the case of the many deities men- 
tioned also Indra, Vayu, etc., these should be regarded as optional 


alternatives. 
5 


several kinds of wood are laid down clearly for the purpose of accomplish- 
l ing a purification, Hence there could be no necessity for the using of all 


mn the words, for which reason they are taken as optional alternatives. . In 
| the ease of the deities on the othor hand the passages under consideration 
do not mention them as accomplishing the sacrifice. Consequently not 


| boing subservient to anything they must be regarded as equally, adepan 
a dent and hence every one of them has to bo adopted. 


Tt may be noted that this Sûtra has been omitted by Kumârila in 


“his Vartika. 


Adhikerana VII. -Actions differentiated by means of 


number. 
SUTRA I, ii, 21. 


aram Geet RAAE: STW RY w 


aa Ra Prithaktvanivesat, because of its separateness. der Sankhyaya, by 


means of number, seia: mules aa differentiation of actions. a Syit, would - 


eg 
| 21, Because of the fact of its inhering in separateness, 
- number would serve to differentiate the Actions.—21. 


T treatment of the three exceptions to Nok be Se hymns: to the 


PON ni are adn jm dalanna] means by ve rt 

In this connection we should cite such sentences as ‘ tisra dhuti' 
yuhoti,’ ‘dwadasa dwddasdnijuhott’ which are laid down as co-extensive 
with the actions enjoined by previous originative injunctions, and which 
are accompanied by definite numbers. 


Andon this, woe have the following :— 


Pûrvapakga (A).—Inasmuch as the word ‘jukoti’ is mentioned but. 


once, the action laid down is one only ; and as for the Number (three, ete.) 
it could be made up by frequent repetition of the same Action. 

Siddhanta (A). 

To the above we make the following reply :— 

Siddhanta (A).—In the case in question the number is SAR in 
connection with the Homa, while it is being enjoined, and not after it has 
been enjoined as in the case of the sentence ‘kadasaprayajan,’ and with- 
out an idea of ‘separateness’ the number does not attain its true character. 


n answer to this R the Sowa noe wee that the analogy nee 
put forward does not hold good. ‘In the case of the tethering post the | 


X or can aka number he said to be made up bu a repetition of des same 
Action ; because it is only. when thore is no other way of explaining: the 
number thatit is held to be made up by. Repetitions as in the case of the | 
Prayajas, the C pasadas and the like, which have had their own limits pre- 
viously specified. In the case in question, however, inasmuch as no other 
number of the Action has been previously, specified the number (three) must 
be taken as pointing out the separate character of the Actions themselves, 
And hence as the number is found to inhere in the Separateness of the. 
actions themselves, we can not accept if as referring to the Separateness 
due to the mere repetition of the same action; as we shall show later on, 
under the Satra ‘ Agamadvd’ bhydsasyasentatiwdt—(X. V. 16). 


The above is the presentation of the Adhikarana according to Kuma- 
rila. He has taken for his basic text a passago in which the differentiating 
number refers to the action. The Bhâsya, however, has taken for its basic 
text the sentence ‘ Saplidasa prayåpatyân pastin Alabhet’ while the numbers 
pertain not to the action but to the animals, The Vartika points out 
that the Bhasya has chosen this text because it is move difficult to prove y 
that the number pertaining to an accessory detail differentiates actions | 
than to prove the same with regard to the number pertaining to tho: 
action itself, 


pe 


“Adhikarana VIII.—The differentiations of Actions by names, 


SUTRA IT, ii, 22, 
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aar Sanjiia, name, = Cha, also, seferitma Utpattisamyogat, because of its 


occurring in the originative injunction, 


22. Name also (serves to distinguish Actions) because 
of its occurring in thé originative Injunctions.—22. 
COMMENTARY. 


The differentiation of Actions by meang of Accessories and context, 
bristling with many discussions, is postponed fora future occasion ; and 
we proceed to consider the case of name, 

[In connection with the sentence < Athais jyotih atha visvajyetili, 
atha sarvajyotih’ there arises the following doubt- Do these names only - 
serve to refer to the Jyotistoma for the purpose of laying down ‘a thou- 
sand’ as the sacrificial gifts in connectien with it? Ordo they lay down 


eS 
Other Actions at which that is the sacrificial gift ? And o on a this we have 


the following ]— i 

Parvapaksa.—Inasmuch as the words ‘ atha’ and ‘ ega’ anii in as 
of something that has gone before, and as the rejection of the original sub- 
ject and the taking up another is a faulty process,—it follows that the- 
various names apply to the single sacrifice ‘Jyotistoma’ for which, as in the 
case of the ‘ Daksiyana’ Sacrifice another detail (in the shape of the gift of 


a “thousandy is laid down. And when we already have a sentence 


‘Tyotistomena Svargakdmo Yajeta’ that lays down the connection between 
the material and the result, if we accept the words in question to be the 
names of the same Actions, we are saved the necessity of assuming—(]) 
another Action, (2) an Apdrva in keeping with that Action, and (3) wholly 
unheard-of methods for the accomplishment of that Apérva, ete., ete., and 
there would be the further advantage that as the mention of the gift of 
‘a thousand’ could be taken as laying down a method of procedure with 
regard to the Jyotistoma, we would not have to get aside this sacrifice 
(which forms the original subject of the context). If the sentences in 
question were to be Injunctions of other Actions, there would be no use for 
the word ‘ atha’ which refers to something gone before ; for one sacrifice 
does not stand in need of another ; nor does any significance attach to any 
order of sequence among the sacrifices (that are independent of one another) 
as we shall show later on. And hence the word ‘atha’ cannot be 
taken as signifying this order of sequence. Nor does the Name express 
a Bhdvand nor is the Root-meaning found to be mixed up with the 
Name, in the sentence in question, as is the case with the root ‘ yajv (which 
is often mixed wp with names of Sacrifices), and as such there could be 
no idea of difference among the Root-meaning. Nor again is the Name an 
injunctive word, whereby it could urge people to other (actions than the 
Jyotistoma) ; and so long as the human agent is not urged into activity, 
even if a difference could be cognised, we could attach no significance 
to it exactly as we do with regard to the singular number in ‘ graham’ 
(in thegentence graham samméarsti). The injunctive word (in the sentence 
Rtena Sahasradakginena yajeta) that we have in connection with these 
sentences, is taken up by the mention of the accessory detail {in the 
shape of the sacrificial gift of ‘a thousand’); and as such it cannot 
pertain to the form of any Action. If the Injunctive words were not 
thus set aside then, too, the difference of the two Sacrifices would be based 
upon the repetition of the word yajeta and not upon the Names. 

The mention of a Result also does not give rise to the idea- of 
difference among Actions, in accordance with the Sitra ILiii.26. Or, 
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it may bo that Menok as the (gitt ofa hdna rests upon the piven 


this gift may be taken as following from the employment of this accessory 
gift in connection with the same ‘ Jotistoma,’ just as the employing of 
different accessories (at the same sacrifice) such as ‘ dadhi’ and ‘ milking 
vessel’ is laid down, with a view to particular results (in the shape of the 
obtaining of an organ of sense and Cattle, respectively). And thus, too, 
the Action referred to cannot be a new one, 

In the case of the word ‘ Jyoti, etc. there is a further peculiarity : 


they form part of the namo‘ Jyotistoma’ and as such they cannot fail 


to give an idea of the ‘ Jyotistoma’. Specially as we find the ‘ Jyotistoma’ 
actually spoken of as ‘Jyutik in the sentence ‘ Vasante Vasante J yotist, ete. 

For these reasons, we conclude that inasmuch as in the case in ques- 
tion, we find none of the abovementioned grounds of diversity, viz.—Dif- 
ference of words, Repetition of the same word, Number, the mention of an 
Accessory incompatible with the original Action, and a Difference of con- 
text—the actions referred to cannot be any other than the original 
‘J yotistoma.’ 

Siddhénta.—To the above we make the following reply : when no word 
expressive of the Action has been used, the name that happens to be men- 
tioned first cannot but give rise to the idea of something new. That is to 
say, ina case where the Action has been already laid down by means of a 
previously pronounced verb, before the name comes to be mentioned, the 
unity or diversity of the Actions concerned having, in that case, already 
been ascertained elsewhere by means of the verb, the subsequently appear- 
ing Name would not distinguish the Actions. In the case in question, 
however, we find that the name is mentioned in connection with an Action 
that has yet to be laid down (by the subsequent sentence ‘Etena Sahasradak- 
sinena yajeta’) and such like the number, it must be expressive of Separate- 


ness. Because in all cases, it is most improper to use one word in more - 


than one sense, or to express one thing by more than one word ; and hence 
whenever we come across anew thing, we look fora new name ; and vice 
versa whenever we find anew namewe look fora new thing. When, 
however, we directly perceive both of these to be the same that has been 
known before, then this perception sets aside the weaker authority of the 
aforesaid character of the name. But so long as there is no such recog- 
~ nition of identity, there is nothing to set aside the idea of difference 
naturally afforded by the difference of names. 

For instance, in the case in question, we find that entirely different 
from the previously mentioned Jyotistoma, there is, later on, a new name 


mentioned Jyotisioma, the particular result mentioned in connection with 


“atha: ak jen as this latter has ani no connection Pith what, 
has gone: before, it cannot bring about any idea thereof; and hence it 
gives rise to the notion of something else coloured by itself (i.e, the 
name gauh.) And then we proceed to look out, in what follows as well 


as in what has gone before, for that thing of which this is the name, and 


we find that all the ‘yajatis’ that has gone before refer to, and have 
been absorbed by the J'yotistoma, and as such cannot refer to anything 
else or have any other name ; but as for the ‘ yajati’ that comes alterwards 
(in the sentence ‘ Etena sahasradalsinenu yajeta) though, on account of the 
mention of the Result, the Injunctive potency is taken up by the laying 
down of something else (ie., the accessory gift of ‘a thousand’), and as 
such the Injunction itself does not serve to distinguish the Action,—yet, 
inasmuch as according to Sitra II. i. 49, on account of the intervention 
of an unconnected word ‘gauk’ (between the passages dealing with the 
Jyotistoma and the sentence ‘Ath tiga Jyotik’ etc.) the word ‘gauk’ 
does not. very well fit into what has goue before ; and hence the idea of what 
has gone before not presenting itself. at the time that the sentence ‘Atha 
gauh’ appears, the continuance of the previous context is broken off, and 
the mind naturally seeks for something else ; and the subsequent ‘ yajete’ 
presenting itself to the expectant mind and being incapable of referring to 
the J yotistoma sacrifice, which isalready possessed by another name and 
turns itself to an object other than the taking up of that the continuation of 
which has been broken off. Consequently then, the subsequent ‘yati’ 
being separated from the previous context, by the giver of the name ‘gauh ' 
cannot go over to it, nor does the previous context go over to it; and 
hence per force it goes over to another object. 

Thus, then, the word ‘atha’ not being able to be taken as signify- 
ing either reference to what has gone before, or immediate sequence it 
is taken as serving the purpose of introducing another Action. The word 
‘esa’ also, being expressive of that which is perceptibly near it, is 
as applicable to what has gone before as to what appears subsequently, 
because both are equally perceptibly proximate to it, and hence the 
signification of this word does not affect the discussion. Thus, then we 
conclude that in consideration of the direct signification of the words 
£ Jyotih ete.,’ these names must be taken as differentiating the Actions re- 
ferred to by them from what has been mentioned before. 
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Adhikarana IX. —Differentiations of actions 
through their deities. 
SUTRA I. ii. 28-24. 


guai AHTT: GATT N R3 N 


mra Guyascha, an accessory also, ayn? Apûrvasamyoge, when it is a new 

one, ara: VAkyayoh, of the sentences. rar Samatvat, because of equal inde- 
pendence. 

23. An accessory also (serves to differentiate actions) 

when it is a new one, and-incapable of being connected with 

the foregoing (action) because both the sentences are equally 


independent of each other.—23. 
COMMENTARY. 


Before dealing with the differentiating of Actions by context, we 
proceed to consider the Diversity and Unity of Actions hased upon their 
Accessories, 

In connection with the Chaturmasya sacrifice with reference to the 
Vaisradeva Parva, we find the sentence ‘ Vaisvadevydmiksd,’ which serves 
to lay down the sacrifice implied by the connection between the material 
and the Deity herein mentioned ; and following on this we find the sen- 
tence ‘Vajibhiyo Vajnam, And on this point there arises the following 
doubt: Does the second sentence lay down an accessory material. for 
the sacrifice laid down by the former sentence or does it serve to lay down 
a distinct sacrifice implied by the particular connection of the material 
and the Deity mentioned in itself? 

Though there was a third alternative also possible, namely, that 
both the material and the Deity mentioned in the second sentence are 
laid down with reference to the previous sacrifice, yet this has not been 
put forth, because it has been shown in the Adhikarana dealing with the 
Paurnamist sacrifice, that it is not possible for many accessories to be laid — 
down in connection with an Action that has been already enjoined by a 
previous sentence. 

Thus, then, the question comes to be this: Is the material Vajrna 
connected, in the previously laid down sacrifice, with the Deity (Viseu- 
devas) of that sacrifice, or is it connected with another Deity (Vaji) another 
sacrifice and another Apûrva ! 

On this, we have the following :-- 

Pérvapakga—The second sentence serves to’ lay down the materie) 

Vajina with regard to the previous sacrifice. _ 


y PORV A-MIMAMSA-SUTRAS. IT ADHYAYA. aN 


Because of the word Vaji being taken as one who has Vaja or food 
and the food meant being the Amiksd that has been laid down in the 


immediately preceding sentence (Vazsvadevydmikshd) itis the action too 


‘referred to in this second sentence being the same as that laid down in 
"the former sentence, what this second sentence does is to lay down a new 
“material, in the shape of the Vajina. 

` That is to say, we do not know of any such deities as the Vajis and 
no unknown meaning of the words can serve to complete the meaning of 
‘a sentence; but as a rule wherever the meaning of a word as a whole is 
unknown, what we do is to accept the meaning that is afforded by its 
constituent parts; and in the case in question we find that in the first 
sentence, the Visvadevas are represented as ‘ Vaji because of their haying 

Amiksa (which is a food, Vaja) and then these same Deities being under- 
stood, in the second sentence, to be connected with the material ‘ Vajina’ 
they cannot be set aside from this connection (because there is no other 
known meaning of the word Véji as a whole). These Deities (Visvadevas) 
are already impressed with the connection of the sacrifice previously 
implied by the first sentence ; consequently, when with a view to esta- 
blishing their relationship with the material Vajina, we come to assume 
a ‘sacrifice’ we find that there is no reason why we should set aside the 
sacrifice that is pointed out by the word ‘ Vaji’ (which is synonymous with 

Visvadevas, and as such points to the sacrifice implied in the former sen- 
tence) ; and while we have that sacrifice, there arises no further incon- 
sistency with regard to anything else; and hence we conclude that in the 
second sentence we have the same sacrifice, the same Apdrva and the same 

Deity as those in the provious sacrifice, and as such there is no reason for 
assuming any other sacrifice. 

For these reasons we conclude that in view of the two sentences in 
question, the two materials, Amzks¢ and Vajina must be taken as per- 
taining to the same sacrifice, to be employed in it either as optional 
alternatives or both jointly and that the action mentioned in the second 
sentence is not different from that laid down in the first. 

To the above, we make the following reply :---- 

Siddhanta.—Inasmuch as the sacrifice laid down by the first sentence 
has already a material mentioned for it, another material (mentioned in the 
second sentence) cannot possibly belong to it; and hence the mention of 
such a material, for the sake of establishing its relevancy, could not but 
indicate another Action. 

The meaning of the Siira thus comes to be this: Inasmuch as 
the Guna (material) is new and incapable of being connected with the 


it 
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is Auta it gives rise to the iias of a distinct Action ; specially as i a 
S two sentences are equal, t.e., independent of each ottise That is 


to say, each of the two connections between Deity and material (that the 


two sentences speak of), not allowing the presence of the other, as incom- 
patible with itself, lays down a distinet Action. 

The passage in question comprises two distinct sentences ‘ Vaisva- 
devyamiksd’ and ‘Vajibhyordjinam’ and the case of the two sentences is not 
alike as in the sentence ‘Vaisvadevydmikga there are two relationships; (1) 
The Relationship of the material and the Deity, and (2) the Relationship of 
the qualifier and the qualified ; and of these the former is directly men- 
tioned by the words, while tho latter is indicated by syntactical connection. 

For this reason, the qualification of the word ‘dmikga’ by the word 
*Vaisvadevi’ is not through the meaning of these words; as it isin the case 
of the expression ‘Nilotpaldm’ what the fact is, is that the Nominal affix 

“itself directly denotes the Amiksd together with the Deity Vivedevah and 
the particular material referred to (by the pronoun ‘asy4h’ in the ex- 
pounding of the Nominal affix) is indicated by the proximity of the word 
‘Amiksd.’ The case of the other sentenco ‘Vdjivyobajinam’ is entirely 
different. 

Because, firstly, in the sentence ‘Vajibkyo Vajinum,’ the material to be 
offered is not denoted either by the noun ‘Vajin’ or by the Dative affix (in 


the word ‘ Vajibhyah’); nor do any of these express the connection of that 


material with the Deity; and hence we cannot cognise these by any other 
means save the syntactical connection (of the two words). That is to say, 
in the word ‘ Vajibhyah’ either the basic noun or the affix or both of them 
together express either the material in general or a particular material or 
connection of some material with the Deity, all that the word denotes is 
that “ the object signified by the noun is the recipient; ” and certainly there 
is no idea of the relationship of the “ material” included in the word ; 
and hence it has to be cognised by means of the syntactical connection 
based upon the proximity of the word ‘ Vajinam,’ 

And, secondly, in the case of the word ‘ Vaisvadevi’ we find that the 
signification of the Pronoun ‘asyth’ is included in the Nominal affix, 
but in the case of the word ‘ Vajibhyah’ the Dative is not laid down in 
the sense of that of which the object signified by the basic noun is the 
receiver of the gift: That is to say, in the case of the former, we find 
that the Nominal Affix has been laid down by grammarians in the sense 
of ‘that of which the object signified by the basic word is the Deity’ ; 
while the Dative has not been laid down in the sense that ‘ that which is 


signified by the basic noun is the receiver of that (a certain gift)’; 
6 


+ 
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and as such i in mes ‘ease of a vord with the Dative batty dew oan be 


no indication of the meaning of the pronoun “as yale’ ; | and as a matter 


of fact what such a word actually expresses is the mere character of 


“the | ‘recipient’? and hence, it is only on account of the inconsistency 
of the mention of a ‘recipient’ without the object to be received, that 


the word with the Dative can give rise to a desire on our part for some 


such thing ; and certainly this does not make this thing to be directly 


expressed by that word, as, in that case, all that is signified by the sentence 
would become the denotation of that word. All that the said ‘desire’ 


raised by the Dative does it to bring about the requisite relationship 


‘when the other word is uttered; for if there were no such desire raised 
by the first word, even the second word could not bring about the said 


relationship. , 


Thus, then, though the Dative Affix directly denotes the deitic 
character (of Vain), yet its relationship with the material (Vajina), is indi- 
cated by syntactical connection alone. Our connection is with regard to this 
relationship (of the material and the Deity) and there is no doubt that 


the relationship of the material vajina (with the Deity Vajin) (as 


indicated by syntactical connection) is very much weaker in authority 
than that of the Amiksa with the Visvedevas because this latter is men- 
tioned directly by the Nominal Affix in the word ‘ Vatsvadevi.’ 
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wü Agune, not being accompanied by tho mention of any accessory. g Tu, 

but. aw? Karmadabde, the word mentioning a previous action, m0: Gunah, 
an accessory, aa ‘Tattra, in that case. sda Pratiyeta, should be recognised, 

24. When however the word mentioning the previous 

action is not accompanied by the mention of any accessory, 

the accessory mentioned in another sentence should be taken 
as pertaining to that same action.—24. | | 

COMMENTARY. 

C This “Stra” mentions a counter-instance tothe foregoing. The 

sense of it is that when a certain Action has not got any definite accessory 

laid down by its original injunction, if another sentence is found mention- 


“ing an Accessory, this latter sentence can be taken as laying down the 


Accessory for the same sacrifice that has been laid down by the previous 
sentence, and hence in such cases, the mention of the Aengeeory does not 


serve to distinguish the Action (from the previous one). 
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The Bhasya ne ta taken Satra 24, to represent an Adhikarana by 
itself. In the case of the two sentences ‘ Agnihotrena jukott’ and ‘ Dadhnd 
juhoti’ the question arising as to whether the two sentences refer to the 
game or to diferent actions, The conclusion is that the former 
sentence not laying down any material for the ‘Homa’ the latter sentence. 
should be taken as laying down the material for that same ‘Homa,’ 

Tt may Po noted that there is no difference in the actual interpretation 
‘of the ‘Stra. In both cases the Satra deals with a counter-instance 
to what has gone before, ‘The only difference is that by one inter ‘pretation 
‘the Sûtra is made a portion of Adhikarana IX while by another it is 
“made an independent Adhikarana by itself. 


Adhikarana XI—The mention of definite materials is 
with a view to distinct results. 
SUTRAS 11, ii. 25, 26, 
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waa: Phalasrfiteh, because of the mention of distinct result, q Tu, fealty: 
shia Karma, a distinct action, «ma Syât, should be. wee Phalasya, of tho action, 
minia Karmayogitvat, being connected with a definite action. 

95 Because of the mention of a distinct Result, there 
would bea distinct action (laid down by the sentence) 
specially as the Result i is always connected with a definite 
_Action,—25. | 

i COMMENTARY, 

In continuation of the sentence ‘ Agnihotram juhoti’ we find 
the sentence ‘ Dadhnindriyakadmasya juhuydt’ and this gives rise to the 
following doubt: Does this second sentence lay down an Action different 
from that laid down by the former sentence ? or does it only serve to men- 
tion a distinct result as following from the offering of a particular material 
at the same sacrifice ? 

Two conclusions have been previously arrived at: (1) If the oirginál 
Injunction of the Action contain the mention of no accessory, the accessory 
mentioned in a subsequent passage pertains to the Action laid down by that 
Injunction, (2) If the original Injunction contain the mention of an 
accessory, there being no possibility of the connection of more than one 
enjoined accessory, the mention of another accessory pertains to another 
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Betion. In the case in Heaton, we find he Nhe ae lrou, down 
the original action—! Agnihotram juhoti’-—does not mention an accessory 
(viz., tho material ‘Dadhi’ and the Result ‘Acquiring of sense, efficiency’); - 
and there arises a doubt as to the likelihood or otherwise of ha Jatter 
appertaining to the former Action. 

For the purpose of settling this doubi, we have ot to p at first, 
the question as to whether the Result mentioned in the second sentence 
follows from the ‘Homa.’ or from the particular material ‘ Dadhi.’ 

There being every reason for a doubt in connection with the sen- 
tences i in question, we proceed at first to deal with the following; om 

Pirvapakga.—Though in tho case in question, the previous sentenco 
‘ Agnihotram juhott, mentioning the material, yet the sentence in question 
(dadhnendviyakdmasya juhwydt’) lays down a distinct Action ; because 
this latter contains, če., distinctly mentions, a Result (‘Sense-efficiency ’), 
andit is only from an Action that a result can follow, 

The whole of the Bhavarthadhikavana (II. i. 14) serves as the present 
Pirvapakga, Because the conclusion therein arrived at was that it is 
‘only Verbs and not Nouns or Adjectives (laying down the material or 

other accessory details), that are connected with the word speaking of the 
Result, and hence inasmuch as the Result is always connected with an 
Action, when there is a distinct Result mentioned, the sentence in question 
must be taken as laying down a distinct Action, and not as only pointing out 
another material (dadht) for the previously mentioned Action (Agnihotra). 

Because the material haying been already mentioned once, the 
same cannot be’ enjoined over again; and if you hold the sentence to lay 
down a material that has not been already laid down, then the mention 
of the Result would be altogether superfluous (as no Result can ever 
follow from the material ‘dadhi’). That is to say, in a case where the 
word speaking of the Action does not speak of a material, we can take 
another sentence as laying down that material, only if either that material 
does not happen to have been laid down already by a previous sentence, 
or if the sentenco in question is not found capable of asserting anything 
more than what has already been mentioned. In the case in question, 
however, we find none of these conditions present, as the material ‘ dadhi’ 
has been previously laid down by another sentence ‘dadhnd juhoti,’ and 
the sentence in question mentions a Result (sense-efficiency) over and 
‘above what has been spoken of before. It is with a view to all this that 
the Bhésya has summed up the Pfirvapaksa in the words: we find a 
distinct result mentioned in the sentence in question; and a (distinct) 
Result can, rightly speaking, follow from a (distinct) Action only, 


T G a ES a ste NRA N 


agaaa Atulyatvåt, on N of not being exactly similar. g Tu, but, Nai 


qr: Valyayoh, of the two sentences, P Gune, as laying down an accessory. 
aa Tasya, for the action, waaa ‘Pratiyeta, should be recognised, 


26. The two sentences not being exactly similar, the — 
second sentence should be taken as laying down an accessory 
for the Laat at mentioned Action.—26, 

COMMENTARY. 


The sentence in question is not similar to those with reference to 
which it has been concluded, under the BhavarthAdhikarana (IT. i. 1), 
that the Result follows from that which is expressed by the Root. 
Because so long as the potency of the Injunctive has not been removed 
from that which is expressed by the verbal root, whatever result is 
mentioned is taken as pertaining to that Root-meaning; when however, ° 
the potency of the Injunctive is transferred to the Accessory, if a Result 
happens to be mentioned, then inasmuch as this mention of the Result 
would be touched by the Injunction of the Accessory it is along with 
that necessary that the Result comes to be taken, 

That is to say, the Injunctiveness in reality residing in the Bhdvand 
is transferred to from one to the other factor, according as that factor 
comes to be recognised as helping that Bhavana. And at the time that 
the Injunctiveness, as transferred to the Root-meaning, gets at the Bhavana 
with a particular result,—it is the Root-meaning that is made the Instru- 
ment (of its accomplishment); and everything else becomes subservient 
to that Root-meaning. This (fact of Injunctiveness pertaining to the 
Root-meaning) is found to be the case, in connection with the sentence 
‘Agnihotram juhkuyat svargakdmak,’ where the name(Agnihotra) is incapable 
of wresting, for itself, the operation of the Injunctive. On the other 
hand, in the case of the sentence in question (Ú dadhnéndriyakdmasya 
juhuyat’), the word ‘dadhi’ has got none of the various characteristics 
of a Namadheya (Name of a sacrifice) (as detailed in the Fourth Pada 
of the First Adhy2ya) and hence it must he taken as something enjoined ; 
and as such it wrests fo itself the Injunctive operation that had been 
pointing to the Root-meaning. Thus then, the Bhdvand in question, 
affected by its contact with the Dadhi, comes to stand in need of reference 
{to a previons Action) by means of the Root-meaning of the sentence ; 
and consequently when we find a Result mentioned, we at once conclude 
this Result to be something tobe brought about by the instrumentality 
af the Dadhi, and not by that of the Homa (expressed by the Root-meaning 


of juhuyat? cacantty hecause those eae are. not. enjoine cannot be 
aceepled to have the Character of the Instr ument ; and when we have 
| accepted acertain other thing to be the object of the Injunction, we 
‘can never take the sentence as laying down that from which the Injunctive 
- operation has been wr ested, as we have already shown above (under 
Satra IL. ii, 11) just as on account of the Injunctive operation being wrested 
by the Dadhi we deny the fact of the sentence enjoining: the Homa, so 
in the same manner, on account of the presence of the word mentioning 
the Result, we cannot take the sentence as enjoining the dadhi with 
- reference to the Homa (because of the chance of syntactical split, ete., ete.) ; 
hence what we hold is that the sentence enjoins the Dadhi with ieee 
‘to the Bhavana, and as such, it must be admitted that the Result. follows 
“from the Dadhi, and the sentence does not lay down a distinct action. 


s 
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distinct Actions. 
SUTRA T. ii. 27, 
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aay Samesu, the sentences being similar, meiga Karmaynktam, related 
to the actions, ta SyAt, should be. 
27. When the sentences are Jamily (the Result) would 


be connected with distinct Action.—27. 
COMMENTARY. 

We now proceed to deal with an exception to the foregoing Adhi- 
karana. 

The subject of the Adhikarana is thus shown : (1) we have the 
sentence ‘trivridagnistomah, tasya våyavyâsu chavimsamagnistomasdma 
kritud brahmavarchasakdmo. yajetd’ and then in continuation of this Agnoetut 
sacrifice we have the sentence ‘vdravantiyamagnistomasdma karyam’ 
which lays down an accessory in the shape of the vdravantiyamagnt- 
stomasdma kritvå pasukdmo hyetend yajetd. [This difference between the | 
‘bearing of the two sentences being that when the Varvantiya is sung 
to in connection with the Vadyavya verses then the result is in the shape | 
of ‘Brabmic glory’ while when the same is sung in connection with the 
Revati verses, the Result is in the shape of ‘ Cattle ’). n 

Here, too, we have as before, the following doubt :—Does this 
last sentence enjoin an independent action, distinct from that laid down 
in the previous sentence, as qualified by a distinet material (in the shape 
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of The Varvanti, ya in connection ‘with the Revait verses)? Or, does it only _ 
serve to lay down this distinet material only, with reference to the same 

Action, just as in the case of the sentence dealt with in the foregoing 
Adhikarana? 

And on this we have the following :— 

Purvapaksa.—In view of the reasons detailed, and the donetwaeie 
arrived at, in the foregoing Adhikaraya, it must be admitted that the 
sentence in question serves only to lay down the Result as following from 
a particular accessory (in connection with the previously mentioned action). 
Because, as a matter of fact, we find that the Injunctive potency of the 
sentence is taken up by the connection between the Hevati and the. 
Varavantiya, and then we find a Result mentioned along with this In- 
junction; consequently we cannot take the sentence as laying down the 
Sacrifice (as that would entail a dual junctioning of the Injunction, 
thereby leading to syntactical split). And as for the connection between. 
the Revat? and the Véravantiya, this would be brought about, without | 
a repetition of the Injunctive affix, by the word ‘Arild’ which is: 
mentioned distinctly by itself (and as such this would not involve the said. 
syntactical split). À 

To the above we make the following reply : 

Siddhanta—-When there is an Accessory which accepts the ptativaaly 
mentioned Action as its substratum, then alone is it so that we do not 
perceive any difference between the Actions (mentioned in the two 
sentences), and the reason is that in such a case what the latter sentence 
does is only to refer to the previous Action for the sake of its connection 
with the new Accessory. 

That is to say, we find the sentence in question ‘ etasyaiva revatisu, ’ 
etc., containing the mention of ‘sacrifice’ directly by means of the root 
‘yaji’; under the circumstances, if the exact sort of ‘sacrifice’ that is 
herein mentioned had been previously mentioned in another sentence, 
then alone could we conclude that the one mentioned in the sentence 
in question is not a distinct sacrifice. As for instance in the case of 
the sentence ‘dadhnendriyakdmasaya, ete., we find that the sentence 
directly lays down only the relationship with the particular Result, and 
then the context helps to supply the other substrate of the relationship 
in the shape of Homa; and. in this case we admit the mention of ‘Homa’ 
in the sentence to be a mere reference to a previously mentioned ‘Homa’ 
and another reason for this is that the Dadhi by itself also is capable of 
directly accomplishing the Homa. In the case in question, on the other 
hand, we find that the Véravantiya qualified by the Revati verses is not, 
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by itself, capable of directly accomplishing the sacrifice; because it is 
neither a Deity nor a material (which two alone are directly accomplishing 
the sacrifice); because the sacrifice requires for its accomplishment, no 
other helping factors, except those of the Deity, the material, and the 
performer; and hence it is never accomplished direetly by means of 
a Soma (Varavantiya and the like). in 

Thus then, though through the peculiar character of the context, the 
sacrifice (previously mentioned) is present in the mind, yet it does not be- 
come cognised as the substrate of the said Soma, because of its inherent 
incapability of having that character ; and hence that * sacrifice’ cannot 
be accepted as referred to by the sentence in question (Revatisn, ete.,) 
specially as we have no grounds for believing that the sacrifice herein 
mentioned is the same as the one previously mentioned. As for the 
Hymning, that forms a part of the previous ‘sacrifice’ and which being 
accomplished by means of the Varvanitya Soma, is capable of being taken 
as its substrate-~-it is not pointed out by the context ; because the presence 
of Hymning in the previous ‘sacrifice’ ; the t Agnistut’ is only based upon 
an indirect implication. 


Adhikarana XIII.—A single result following from two 


Actions. 
SOUDRA II. ii. 28-29. 


abit gga: Ri RAGAM: 085 N 


Am? Saubhare, in connection with the Subhara. gema: Purdgagruteh, be- 
cause of the mention of human effort. fri Nidhanam, with the Nidhana, arr, 
Kamasamyogah, connection of a desirable result, 

98. Because of the mention of human effort in con- 
nection with the Saubhara there must be a distinct desirable 
resul; connected with the Nidhana.—28. 

; COMMENTARY, 

From among the Ukthya Hymns, the Saubhara is tho Brahmasdma 
that has been laid down in connection with the Jyotistoma ; in connection 
with this we have the sentences ‘ Yadi Rathantaram,’ ete., which serve to 
Jay down certain motive causes ; and then later on, we meet with the 
sentence,—(1) ‘Yo Vrigtikdmo yo .annddyakdmé yah svargakdmah sa 
suubharena stuvita, which mentions the three results in coiinection with 
the Saubhura which is a necessary accompaniment of the J yotistome 
gacrifice, in accordance with the rule that all such desirable results are 
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connected with the necessary Le anions because this is sada 
present in all cases; and it will be shown later on, under Sééra IV. iit. 5, 
that such an accompaniment can be only that which helps the sacrifice and 
fulfils a desirable end of the human agent; and under Siira IV. ili. 26, 
that the several results mentioned follow from the said necessary accom- 
paniment, alternatively. Then again, with reference to the aforesaid 
Saubhura, we have the following sentence (2) Hisiti : vristikdmdya 
nidhanam kurytt wrgityannddyakamays an iti svargakâmasya [Nidhanam : 
is the concluding part of the Sdma.] 

In connection with these two sets of texts, we proceed to consider the | 
following question: Does the Saubhara (mentioned in the former sentence) 
bring about its result by itself, independently of the Nidhanas, hig and the 
rest [mentioned in sentence (2)] which bring about separate results of their 
own (apart from that of the Subhara), or these * hig’ ete., have been laid 
down as the various instruments which when employed in connection 
with the same afcresaid Sauwbhara, help it in bringing about the said 
results ? : 

Though this question has nothing to do with the difference or non- 
difference of Actions, yet it has been introduced here as in a way connected 
with the subject. Or, it may be that, like the difference and non-difference 
of Actions, the difference and non-difference of the resultant Apirva also 
forms the subject matter of the Adhydya. 

On the above question, we have the following :— 

PORVAPAKSA (A). 

Pitrvapakga—lf the results mentioned in the latter sentence were the 
same; as those that followed from the Saubhara itself, then their repetition 
(in the latter sentence) would be whoily useless ; because in that case, there 
would be nothing that would be laid down by the sentence in question ; 
because the hij and the rest are already known, from other Vedic texts, as the 
Nidhanas of the Saubhara (and the only other object spoken of in the 
sentence is the result, and this you take to be the same as that previously 
mentioned, and so the sentence would have nothing new to say.) Nor can 
it be urged that the sentence in question would serve the purpose of 
restricting the Nidhanas because these being directly laid down (in other 
Vedic texts) as the Nidhanas to be employed they cannot rightly be 
set aside on the strength of any such implied restrictions. As a matter 
of fact, in all cases, restriction as serving the sole purpose of setting aside 
something, is highly objectionable. But when all other objects are 
indirectly implied, then it is possible for the one that is directly laid down 
to set-aside the rest. Because we find that they are all directly laid down by 
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the text that lays down the Saubhara ; and under the circumstances it is 
scarcely right to take any one of them as setting aside the rest, on the 
mere ground of repetition actuated by an Injunction ; specially when this 
latter admits of another explanation. In accordance with our theory, 
however, the use of ‘his’ and the rest having the capability of bringing 
about distinct results of their own, would be more desirable, for the agent, 
than those that have been mentioned as forming part of the Saubhara and 
thereby helping in the accomplishment of the sacrifice ; and on ground of 


this greater desirability the former would very rightly set aside all the 


latter, 

(2) The sentence in question would serve a useful purpose, only if it 
laid down the relationship (causal) between the Rain, ete., and the hig 
ete., which is not laid down in any other sentence. And this would also 
gave us from the anomaly of taking the word ‘Vristtkdmah’ as a mere 
qualification of the Saubhara in a sentence which would be taken as serving 
to restrict the Nidhanas,—while it is quite capable of being taken directly 
by itself (as mentioning the result following from the Nidhanas). 

(3) In the Veda, which consists of Injunctions, we always want 
a lot of desirable results, because that makes it easier for the Injunctions 
to urge the human agents to action. 

For these reasons we conclude that the results following from the 
Nidhanas are distinct from those mentioned as following from the 
Saubhara itself. 


acer Arenaan ARAL Bra gle: wary Raat 
gag: N RE 


wiea Sarvasya, of the whole. a VA, but. swear Uktakâmatvât, having 
their results already mentioned, afem Tasmin, to that, ara: afi; Kamahsrutib, 
mention of the result, em Syât, should refer, Prema Nidhandrtha, for the 
purpose of restricting the Nidhana. g: afa: Punabsrutih, repetition. 

29. But- because the results mentioned pertain to the 
whole Saubhara the result mentioned subsequently should 
also pertain to the same. The second mention is only for 
the purpose of restricting the Nidhana.—29. 

COMMENTARY. 


In answer to the aforesaid Parvapakga we have the following :— 
Siddhdnta (A.)}—The his cannot be connected with the Result, because 


that would make the mention of the Nzdkana wholly redundant ; while if 
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18° Nidhana he taken. as connected with the Saubhara, the Result could be 
taken as qualifying the Saubhara. — 

That is to say, if we were to take the sentence as—‘ one should bring 
about rain by means of the his and by that as a nidhuna of the Saubhara,’ 
—there would be a syntactical split; for if the kig were not connected 
with the Saubhara, then the sentence would be wholly redundant. In 
accordance with our theory, there is nothing without some use; and 
out of the things spoken of in the sentence in a question, the Saubhara, as 
bringing about Rain, etc., mentioned in another sentence, has already 
been laid down elsewhere, as also the Results themselves, and hence 
all that the sentence has got to lay down is the relationship between the 
hig etc., and the Saubhkara ; and as such there is no syntactical split. | 

Nor is the sentence altogether useless, as it serves the purpose of 
restricting the particular nidhanas. Eyen apart from any consideration of 
the one being more desirable, there is, in the case in question, a distinct 
setting aside of the one by the other, on the ground of one being more 
generic in its character than the other; as, for instance, the word 
‘Saubhara’ applying to all parts of that Soma, it is only by indirect indica- 
cation that all its nidhanas (his ete.,) could be mentioned by the sentence 
speaking of the ‘Saubhara’; while the sentence in question mentions. the 
particular nidhanas directly ; and as such this latter is more authoritative ` 
than the former (and as such this would very well restrict the use of the 
nidhanas implied in the former sentence). And just as that which is 
implied is set aside by that which is directly mentioned, so is also that 
which is indirectly indicated. Or, the sentence in question does not set 
aside anything of the song mentioned by the word ‘ Saubhara’ because all 
that it does is to lay down certain letters ‘tris,’ for instance, and as such 
it would set aside certain other letters only (and not the song itself.) If 
the sentence had laid down the part of some other song, then the part 
of the ‘ Saubhara’ would be set aside by that; as a matter of fact, however, 
the restriction of the nidhana only serves to preclude certain letters of 
the sloka (the Sama). And as such there is no anomaly of the preclusion. 
of that which has been directly laid down. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the repetition of the Results in 
the sentence in question serves to restrict the Nidhanas. 

Kumarila is not satisfied with the above presentation of the Adhi- 
karana and he makes the following observations :— 

As for the form of the doubt itself, there can be no such doubt, because 
the construction of the sentence in question is wholly different from that 
on which the abovementioned doubt has been based, because (in the 


ee tence ‘trigitt uristikhdmdya nidhanam’, tris cannot be taken along 
with the nidhanam because of the intervention between them, of the word 
vpistikamdya as it would be very undesirable to take the sentence as- 
trig is the nidhana, ete. (This is the case of the above representative of the 
Parvapakga). FAY ene ay 

So also inthe case of the above representation of the Siddhanta, if 
the sentence be taken as laying down the ‘triy’ with reference to the 
nidhana as qualified ‘desire for rain,’ then, inasmuch as it would con- 
tain a reference to a qualified object, there would be distinct syntactical 
split. If it be taken as laying down the trig with reference to the nidhanas 
only (not qualified by ‘desire for rain”), then the mention of the Result 
would be wholly useless. Because the connection with all nidhanag has 
already been laid down by mere mention of the ‘saubhara ‘and hence 
no useful purpose would be served by the sentence laying down such a 
connection only. Lf again, the sentence be taken as- Vristikâmâya yat 
saubharam tasya yannidhanam tatra hig padamprayurjita (one should use 
the word trig in the nidhana of that Saubhara which is sung for the sake 
of Rain)—then, inasmuch as this would involve various predictions, there 
would be a syntactical split. Though ‘desire for rain,’ Saubhara and its 
nidhanas have all been mentioned before, yet inasmuch as there are many 
other nidhanas present in the Saubhara it is necessary to make an attempt 
to preclude these and thereby the sentence would come to serve more 
purposes than one; and that would entail a syntactical split. 

Then again, the Siddhdnta as represented above, has not quite 
effectually refuted the Parvapakga ; as the fact of the tris, ete., being 
nidhanas is mentioned by Veda itself. 

For the above reasons, we must explain the Adhikarana as follows :— 

The trig being taken with the word vrightkdmaya there arises a 
doubt as to whether the sentence point to its connection with the result 
or with the means. ‘That is to say, the sentence being taken as trigiti 
vpistikdmaya there arises a doubt as to whether the trig is related directly 
to the Result, or to a particular means (in the shape of the Saubhara) as 
qualified by the Result? 

In fact, it is this construction of the sentence that has been shown in 
the Bhdgya by means of tho sentences ‘trigiti nidhanamiti etat phalambha- 
vatéti. The sentence ‘Vristikdmdyeti Saubharavisesanam (Bhigya)— 
means that the Saubhkara not being mentioned by name in the sentence in 
question, it is only by means of indirect indication that it could be qualified 
by the Result therein mentioned. ‘The assertion ‘Na trisd sambandhit— 
means that the tris has no connection with the form of the result. 


the repetition of the Injunction would be established otherwise, through 
the force of the Collective Injunction relating to the sacrifice in question, 
we proceed to put forward the following position of the 

 Parvapaksha (B).—It every one of the nidhanas were restricted with 
reference to the Saubhara as engaged in fulfilling its own funetion,—then, 
inasmuch as the Injunction of the trig and the rest would be established by 
the very ‘fact of these being brought forward by the Collective Injunction 
of the sacrifice in question, there would be no use of another Injunction of 
them (in the sentence in question), No such Collective Injunction, how- 
ever, is capable of expressing the independent relationship of the his with 
the particular Result; and as such, in giving expression of this relation- 
ship, the sentence would be serving a distinct useful purpose. 

And further, the word ‘ Vristikdmdya, having directly mention- 
ed the human agent concerned—it is only natural that when this agent 
comes to look for the means of accomplishing the Result, this want is 
supplied by the mention of trig, ete. Otherwise (if the result belonged 
to the Saubhdra, then) this Saubhara could be mentioned as the means 
sought after, only through indirect Injunction, bases! upon the fact of its 
occurring in the same context and being capable of bringing about the 
Result in question. And certainly there can be no ground for having re- 
course to such an indirect Indication (so long as the want is found to be 
supplied by means of Direct Assertion). 

This representation of the Parvapakga appeared to have been in- 
tended by the Bhdsya as is shown by the sentence ‘ T'athdsrutilukgand 
Visaye, etc.” 

The Siddhdnta in that case would be represented as follows :—_ 

Stddhdnta (B).—The previous sentence having spoken of a certain 
Result as following from the Saubhara as a whole, what the sentence in 
question does is to restrict the particular nidhkanas of the Saubhara with 
reference to each one of the results mentioned (and thus the mention of — 
the results in the previous latter sentence is a reference to the very same 
results mentioned in the sentence), 

That is to say, inasmuch as the results mentioned in the sen- 
tence in question are distinctly recognised as being the same as those 
mentioned previously in connection with the Saubhara as a whole—we can 
never believe them to be distinct results (following from the particular 
Nidhanas). 

To the question~-“ Why then should there be a repetition ?”—the 
answer— Nidhandrtha punasrutih (the repetition is for the purpose of 
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restricting the Niahenas), This Adhikarana siti the seus ou te two 
of the foregoing Adhikaranas, viz., that the result follows trom the Accessory 
(IL. ii, 26), and that it follows from the Action and not from the Accessory 
(Il. ii. 27). Because what is herein shown is that the sentence in ques: 
tion does not lay down the Result, but only indicates the‘ His’ ete., as 
part of the Saubhara leading to the aforesaid results. ‘ Mine 


The syntactical split that had been urged against ue, would hivo been 
possible, if we admitted of a relationship of the Nidhana (with the His, 
ete.) or if we took the Nidhana as directly qualifying the Saubhara, Asa 
matter of fact, however, we do none of Prune as we hold the relationship 
to exist between the His and the word ‘ Vristthdma; and the fact of 
the Nidhana being the qualification of Saubhara, we deduce from the 
context ; and certainly the peculiarities deduced from the context do not 
cause a syntactical split. And hence the anomaly of syntactical split does 
not quite apply to us. 

[SUPPLEMENTARY ADHIKARAYA.) _ 

There is yet another point to be considered in this connection : (1) 
Does the sentence in question serve to restrict the His, ete., with reference 
to the means of accomplishing Rain, eto., in the shape of the Saubhara 
in whatever resceusion of the Veda the Sdma may be found to appear? 
Or is the Saubhara to be employed for one desiring rain, in that form 
in which it appears in that rescension wherein it is found with o ck 
as its Nidhana? Similarly with the other two Nidhanas—Org and 


And on this point we have the following i 


Parvapakga.—As all the Saubkaras appearing in the thousand rescen- 
sions of the Sdmaveda are recognised as optional alternatives, what the 


‘sentence in question does is merely to restrict the His, ete., with regard 


to the desire for rain, etc., (the Seubhara being of any Rescension of the 
Sdmaveda.) 

To the above we make the following reply :— 

Siddhant.—As a general rule, the song to be employed for the sake 
of Rain etc., must be of that particular Nidhana. 

Because in order that the form of thesong may not be utterly des- 
troyed, one song is never connected with the parts of another song ; and 
hence what is recognised as tho alternative to be employed is the whole 
af the song (together with its Nidhana and other parts) ; and as such all 
its restrictions should always follow the way in which it appears in the 
Veda. 
ahs 
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The sentence in Sada is Laas of yet another interpretation. 
The sentence lays down the mere relationship between the Saubhkara and 
the His both of which have been mentioned previously the construction 
of the sentence being ‘Yat vristtikdmaya saubharam, yacea higityevam 
nidhanam, tadekatra Sampådunîyam. 


Thus, then we conelude that the sentence serves to restrict the use 
of the whole Saubhara Sdma with reference to the various results, 


SECOND ADHYAYA. 


THIRD Papa. 


Adhikavana I.~-The Grahagrata is subsidiary to the 
Jyotistoma, 
SUTRAS IT, iil. 1-2. 


yag Raa Rees ida dares 
yaaq WIN . 


q: Gunah, the accessory, q Vu, really, mgatra, Kratusamyogit, on account 
of connection with the sacrifice, water Karmaéntaram, a distinct action, Smaa 
Prayojayet, would bring about. #rre Samyogasya, of the connection. soarryacara 
Agosabhitatvat, on account of being in its entirety. . 


1. The Accessory, being in connection with the 
sacrifice, would bring about a distinct Action, because the 
connection is in its entirety.”’-—1. 

COMMENTARY. 


In connection with the Jyotistoma, from among the various alter- 
native Sâmas, the Brahadrathdntoru has been laid down as the means of 
accomplishing the particular hymn (Prohtha) ; and then we find the sentence 
‘Yadi Rathantardsima somah syåt aindravdyavigrin grahan grihntydt, 
yadi Brihatsima sukrágrân (If the soma is connected with the Rathantara 
såmu, precedence should be given to the holding of the vessels dedicated to 
Indra and Vayu ete., ete., ete.) 

‘And in connection with these two sentences, there arises the follow- 
ing question with regard to the Action with its Accessory that is mentioned 
in the latter sentence: Is it an action distinct from the Jyotistoma or 
is it the samo J yotistoma mentioned over again, for the purpose of pointing 
out the reason for the precedence of the various vessels at the same sacri- 
fice, as characterised by the Rathantara Båma ? 

For the sake of this question, we have got to consider the following 
question ;—Is the Rathantara related to the sacrifice in its entirety (1.¢., is 
the Rathantara the only Soma to be used at it)? Or is it related by 
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Here existence (i.e, ne Hothantora is one of the iad used in the 


sacrifice.) ? 

And this leads us to aes questioa—Is the Rathantara accepted as 
qualified by the sacrifice or the sacrifice as qualified by the Rathantara? | 

The conclusion that would suggest itself at the first sight, in connec- 
tion with the above questions, would be as follows:—The action men- 
tioned in the sentence in question is none other than the J yotistoma 
itself—(1) because the presence of the Rathantara Sama, as also that 
of the Brihat SAm4, is mentioned by another sentence ; (2) because the 
word ‘ yadi’ distinctly points to the conditional character, which depends 
upon the previous mention of that which is laid down as the condition ; 
(3) because the particular precedence of the vessel is included in the 
collective sentence laying down the whole procedure of the Action collec- 
tively ; (4) because the accessory mentioned more authoritatively else- 
where ; specially so, in accordance with the Sûtra II. ii, 16. 

In opposition to this position of the Siddhdntu, we proceed to put 
forward the Pirvapaksa embodied in the Sútra :— 

Purvapaksa,—-The Action mentioned in the sentence in question is a 
distinct Action because a compound is possible only, when the words 
compounded have a certain capability ; and this capability is held to exist: 
in the qualifying Jáma ; and the qualification serves to differentiate the 
object qualified ; while in the J yotistoma we do not tind the Rathantara 
differentiating the sacrifice (by precluding all other Sdmas). 

lt has been explained above under Sûtra II. ii. 23, that it is 
only when the Accessory mentioned is wholly unconnected with the 
previously mentioned action, that it serves to differentiate the Action 
mentioned in the sentence from that mentioned before. In the case 
in question, however, we find that the existence of the object expressed 
by the Bahuvrihi compound—‘ Ruthantura SAma’—is pointed out by 
the word ‘ yadi’ as the condition (for the precedence of the vessel); and 
the character of the condition is not found to belong to the existence of 
the mere Rathantara ; as that has only a subordinate position in the com- 
pound (being only a qualification of that which is expressed by the com- 
pound). Specially as in the sentence, we do not recognise the Rathantara 
to be qualified by the Sacrifice—-we could not very well take the existence 
of the Rathantara as the condition. Nor is it possible for the Sdma 
(Rathantara) to be differentiated by the Sacrifice ; because that (Sdma) 
exists elsewhere also. It could have been so differentiated, if the Rathan- 
tara was the Sama peculiar to the sacrifice in question alone; but as a 


matter of fact, that is not go, 
i 8 À ~“ 


Rathantors hone the onl ly Sdma connected. with the ian vaste i) 


and inasmuch as we do not find either the Jyotistoma or any other sacri- 


fice, connected with that Sama only, the presence of the mere Rathantara y 


could not be the condition of any such sacrifice. 


Thus, then, having to renounce all notion of condition, we find the 
word ‘ Rathantarasdma’ to be inexplicable, and from this apparent incon- 


sistency of the word, we come to take it as laying down an altogether 
distinct Action, at which the Rathantara would be the only Sdma employed. 
Specially as that distinct Action is quite capable of being performed. 
And the mere existence of the Rathantara cannot be a qualification, as 
it does not extend over the whole of the Sacrifice, and not being a 
qualification it cannot have the capability (of being compounded) ; 
and without the capabilities, there can be nocompound; but as a matter 
of fact, we find the Samdsa actually present in the case in question ; 
consequently the Action mentioned in the sentence is not recognised as 
being the same as the one mentioned before, For those reasons it is con- 
cluded that the sentence in question is the Injunction of a distinct Action, 
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ewer Ekasya, of the same Action. g Tu, but. Rige Litgabhedat, on 
account of diverse characteristics, warm Prayojandrtham, for a certain purpose. 
sea Uchyeta, could be mentioned. wea Ekatvam, being one oi yarara Gunavik- 
yatvat, being a subsidiary sentence. 


2. The same Action having diverb characteristics 
these could be mentioned for a certain purpose—the Action 
being one only, on account of the sentence (in question) 
pee subsidiary (to the previous sentence).-—-2. 


COMMENTARY. 

On account of the reasons shown briefly at the opening of the 
present Adhikarana, we conclude that the sentence in question merely 
lays down accessory details for the previously mentioned Jyotistoma, and 
does not put forward a distinct sacrifice. (1) Because it is the same 
sacrifice of the Jyotisioma that is mentioned with its several characteristic 
Sdmas, with a view to serve the purpose of showing the cause or condition 
of the precedence to be accorded to one or the other of the vessels; and 
inasmuch as the sentence in question is subsidiary to the foregoing 
sentence, it cannot give-rise to any notion of a distinct sacrifice ; and 
hence the Sacrifice in question is believed to be one and one only. (2) Or, 


| 


au because sat ‘the Li of the ai ate, being laid down in the sentence ao \ 


in question, it is concluded that it is the Jy yotistoma sacrifice that is laid S 


down as having these Sdmas mentioned in the sentences that are subsi- Ni 


diary to the original Injunction of the Jyotistoma; and conrequently, the 


Action mentioned in the sentence in question is none other than the 


J yotistoma, which therefore is the only one sacrifice spoken of in the 
two sentences. 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in question only 
serve the purpose of laying down certain conditions of precedence [ and do 


not lay down distinct actions ], 


Adhikarana II.—The Avesti is a distinct sacrifice. 
SUTRA II, iii. 8. 


BAA aima RATATAT All 


WIA Avestau, in the Avesti, asda Yajiasamyogét, on account of connec» 
tion with the sacrifice, grat Kratupradhanam, pointing chiefly to a sacrifice, 
si Uchyate, must be accepted. 

3. Because of the mention of the Avegti being con- 
nected with the mention of the sacrifice it must be accepted as 
pointing chiefly ‘to a Sacrifice (and not to an Accessory).—3., 

COMMENTARY, 

In the same context with the sentence ‘ Raja râjasûyenu svdrajyakdmo 
yajeta’, we find the sentence—(i) Agneyostakapdalo hiranyan daksgind and so 
forth, which serve to lay down, by mentioning the relationship of certain 
substances with particular deities, the sacrifice known as ‘ Avesti’ ; and 
then subsequently, we come across the following sentence: (u) ‘ Yadi 
Brahmano yajeta Barhaspatyam madhye widhdyd hutimdhutim hutvd 
hutvd’ bhighdrayel yadi Réjanya Aindram, yadi Vaisyo Vaisvadevam.’ 

With regard to this last sentence, there arises a doubt, as before; 
and. it is this: (a) Does it serve to lay down the inserting of the Barhus- 
patya, etc., as due to (conditioned by) the connection of the Avesti as 
forming part of the Râjasûya, with the various castes, a connection that 
has already been laid down in the previous sentences? Or, does it lay 
down a distinct performance (of the Avegti), in connection with the 
Braéhmana etc., not mentioned before ? 

This leads us to the further question: viz., (b).—Are all the three 
castes: entitled to the performance of the Réjastya or the Ksatriya only. 


it As if the alkor; niet the connection of the three castes wih M Avai 
‘of the Rajasdya cannot be said to have been previously mentioned.]. 

(e) And this last question would lead us to the consideration of the 
word ' Raja,’ which is the word that specifies the agent entitled to the 
performance of the RAjusitya ; and in connection with the word ‘dja,’ 
--we shall have to consider the question as to whether it signifies the 
 Kgatriya or one who performs the functions of a king? 

And on this question we have the following :— 

Piiavapakga.— In view of the conclusion arrived at in tho foregoing 
Adhikarana, it must be admitted that the latter sentences only serve to 
Jay down the conditions for the particular insertions. 

And to the performance of Rajastiya, all the three castes are entitled, 
as shown by the word ‘Rdjd’ which signifies ‘one who porforme the 
‘functions of aking,’ Because all through the word, it is only one perform- 

ing the kingly functions that is spoken of as ‘Rid.’ And it is thus 
alone that the text in question can have an extended application. 

That is to say, when it is possible for the word ‘ Rdjd’ to be taken 
both ways (te, as signifying the Kgatriya, and as signifying one who 
performs the kingly functions), it is far more advisable to accept the 
signification of all the three castes; because this interpretation alone 
would be isms pAg with the mention (in the subsequent sentences) of 
the conditions (‘ Yadi Bréhmana, ete?) and with the context, ete., and also 
becanse this interpretation would not curtail the scope of the declaration 
of all the three castes being entitled to the performance of the Rdjasiya, 

For these reasons it must be admitted that persons of all the three 
castes, performing the functions of a king are ‘ Rajds’ and these functions | 
are well known to consist in the protection of the people and the removal 
from among them, of all troublous factors. y 

To the above we make the following reply :— 

Siddhinta.—The sentence in question serves to lay down the con- 
nection of the Bráhmana, ete, with the sacrifice ; because such connection 
has not been mentioned before, the mere performing +i Kingly fanctions 
not sufficing to make one known as ‘ Rijd’. 

That is to say, the word ‘ Rdjd’ denotes the Ksatriya and cannot 
be taken in its literal sense. Because the literal meaning might consist, 
either in the performing of the kingly functions, or, according to the ` 
significations of the root ‘ Ra’ in Brightness or Hffulgence, and both of 
these are impossible; because we find the word having a well known 
meaning apart from the literal; and even though this meaning may be 
known in one part of the country only, yet it will-always set aside the 
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“applicability of the literal meaning ; and then, too, there is no one definite 
Jiteral meaning that is recognised as universally applicable; as on the 
one hand, the word ‘Réj4’ is not found to be applied to such bright 
things as Fire and the like ; nor, on the other, to such representatives of 
the king as are not duly anointed, though performing quite well the 
kingly functions of protecting the people and the like. 


Adhikarana II1I.—The laying of the fire is an object of 
Injunction. 
SUTRA II. tii. 4. 
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maì Âdhåâne, to the laying of fire. aimam Sarvasesatvat, because it forms 
an integral factor of all sacrifices. i 
4. The Injunction does not point to the laying of fire 
as this forms an integral factor in all sacrifices.—4. 
COMMENTARY. 


In connection with the sentence ‘ Vasante Brahmano grinddadhita,’ 
there isa doubt, asin the previous instance, as to whether the ddluina 
(laying of fire) has been previously mentioned then even in the absence 
of the conditional ‘if’, the sentence would be taken aslaying down 
the condition (for the particular season to be chosen); andin that 
case, the construction of the sentence in question being-— Yad Brdhmana 
ddadhita tad Vasante.— The Vasanta and the Brdhmana would come to 
restrict one another (ie. tho spring would be the time for the Brdhmana 
and Brahmana would be the performer in the Spring time). While on 
the other hand, if the laying of fire be not found to have been previ- 
ously mentioned, then the sentence in question would become the 
Injunction of the Laying as performed by the Bréhmana at the time of 
the Spring and the following would be the advantages of this latter in- 
terpretation :— 

(1) In the three sentences—(a) Vasante Brahmano’gninddadhitd, 
(b) Grisme Rajdnyah, (¢) Sdradi Varsyah,—inasmuch as the laying men- 
tioned in the first sentence. would be wholly taken up by the acces- 
sories (Brdéhmaya and Vasanta) mentioned in the same sentence ; the 
accessories mentioned in the other two sentences would point to 
distinct actions of ‘Laying); and as such there would be three Layings 
of fire; (2) the presence of the Atmanepada affix in ddadhita would 
point to the necessity of the sacrificer himself laying his own fire; 


ayings of A are laid dove a winot ig ive of Pans no p ice 
would be performed. Tf, on the other hand, the sentences be taken, 
not as Injunctions of the laying, but as simply laying down conditions, 
then we would have the reverse of all these three advantages, 

What is said in regard to the sentences in question would also 
apply to such other passages as Vasante Brdhmanam upanayita, grisme 
Rijanyam, sdradi Vaisyam ; as the condition of these sentences is exactly 
like that of those dealt with in this Adhtkarana, 

The Adhikarana may be briefly summed up thus :— 
| Parvapaksa-—The Laying of Fire having been implied by an in- 
junction of a sacrifice in general (as swargakdmo yayetd) or laid down 
by a general Injunction (such as ya evamvidwânaginádhattej its mention 
over again in the sentences in question must be taken as mentioning the 
various castes as conditions for the particular times of the Laying. 

That is to say, in the first instance the first argument in our 
favour is that, inasmuch as the Injunction of such actions as the 
Agnihotva and the like would not be possible without the sacrificial 
fire made ready by the proper method of laying it, this laying of 
the fire must be taken as implied by those very Injunctions; and 
hence the mention, in the sentences in question, of the same Laying 
must be taken as serving the purpose of laying down the Brahmana, 
etc., by way of specifying certain conditions. If, however, it be argued. 
that on account of these injunctions having other direct objects of 
Injunctions they cannot rightly serve the purpose of indirectly imply- 
ing any such action as the said Laying—then, in that case we would 
bring forward, another» independent Injunction of the laying itself, 
in the shape of the sentences ‘Ya evamvidvám dgninddhatte, etc.’ ; an 
Injunction which is wholly distinct from the previous Injunction, which 
has its Injunctive potency taken up by the laying down of the Accessory 
details. And thus then, the Laying of Fire having been already laid 
down: in this Injunction, the sentences in question could not be taken 
as enjoining the same Laying of Fire. 

The argument of the Siddhanta may be thus summed up :— 

Siddhdnta.—So long as we have a direct Injunction, we cannot very 
well admit of an implied or inferred one; and hence either the mention 
of the purpose to be served or that of the existing state of things, 
can never serve as Injunctions. 

That isto say, the mere mention of the purpose to be served by 
the Laying of Fire (in the shape of the accomplishment of the sacrificial, 
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Akhtidniya fire for the Anikin &e. a Hanan be taken as necessarily 


pointing to the injunction of the said Laying as the necessary fire could 
be obtained by merely begging it of another Agnihotra performer, speci- 
ally as in the case of the injunction of the Laying of fire being implied 
_ by those of Agnihotra, ete., there is no Atmanepada restricting the fire to 
that which is prepared by the Sacrificer himself. When, however, the: 
necessary Injunction is found to be directly asserted (by a Vedic text), 
there is no Inconsistency which could lead us to assume an unheard of 
text (as containing the required Injunction) the only ground for assum- 
ing such text being some sort of an Apparent Inconsistency. Then, 
as for the mention of the existing state of things, in the sentence ‘Ya 
evam vidvandgninddhatte,’ ete.,—so long as we find a direct Injunction 
of the Laying of fire in the shape of the sentences in question ‘ Vasante 
Bráhmano’ gninidadhita,’ ete., ete., any mere description of the existing 
state of things can never acquire an Injunctive potency (to the same 
effect); specially as this latter has got to serve a distinct purpose of 
laying down all such-details as the fetching of the water, eto., mentioned 
in the original direct Injunction, 


For these reasons, it must be admitted that the sentences in question 
serve to lay down the hitherto unmentioned Laying of fire as performed 
by the Brahmana, ete. 
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Adhitkarana IV .—The Daksdyana, ete., ure Accessories, 
SUTRAS IL, iil, 5 to 11, 


f + » 
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wag Ayanesu, in the sentences containing the word Ayana. Iamet Chodanân- 
taram, distinct injunctions, d@vaeara PE ha eae because of the perenta 
names, 

5. “The sentences containing tho word Ayana must 
be taken as containing Injunctions of distinct actions :—(1) 
because of the particular names attached to them.” —5. 

COMMENTARY. 

[In connection with Dursa-Pirnamdsa we find the sentence ‘ Daksd- 
ytnd-yujnena yujetå prajdkdmah. Sdkamprasthdpyena yajetd pasukimah, 
sankramaydgena yajetd annddyikdmah. And in connection with this 
there arises a doubt as to whether these sentences simply lay down certain 
accessories for the Dursu-Piryamdst as bring about certain definite results 
or they lay down distinct sacrifices independent of the Darsa-Pirnamdsa, © 
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one th connection with the sentence Dadiabieinninis 
Juhuyât, it has been shown above (IL. ii 25, 26) that this sentence lays 
down a certain result following from a certain accessory of the same 
sacrifice. And this is quite proper; because in that case the Dadhi is 
not mentioned as co-extensivé with the Homa, that would on account of 
this name, be taken as different from the previous Homa, In the case 
in question, on the other hand, we find that the name Dakgayana is 
mentioned as co-extensive (identical) with the saertfice, as has not been 
applied to the previous sacrifice (the Darsa-Pirnamdsa); consequently 
in this case, there can be nothing incongruous of the fact of the word 
‘ Daksayana’ pointing to distinct sacrifice qualified by that name. Nor 
is there any such substance as ‘ Daksayana’ known to exist, as we do 
find those like the Dadhi. Consequently, on account of the reasons shown 
under If. i. 1, we conclude that inasmuch as the sentence lays down a 
sacrifice with reference to a definite result, that sacrifice is wholly distinet 
from the previous Darsa-Pirnamdsa. 
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mym Aguyå, not pertaining to the accessories. 4 Cha, also. aire Karma- 
chodandm, injunctions of actions, 

6. ‘Because the Injunction of the Action does not 
pertain to the Accessory.” —6, 


COMMENTARY. 
That is to say, the Injunctive potency of the sentence in question 
has not been removed away from the Action, so that- it could go over to 
the Accessory. 
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aaa Samâptam, complete. ~ Oha, also. w&Phale, by the mention of the 
result. ara Vakyam, the sentence, 


7. ‘Because the sentence is quite complete with the 


mention of the result.” —7. 
COMMENTARY. 


Inasmuch as the result can never form the object of Injunction, the 
sentence cannot be said to lay down the Result with reference to the 
sacrifices,—in the same way as the Corn is taken as laid down, in the 
sentence Vrihibhiryajétd ; and as such the sentence must be taken as en- 
joining an Action (as no third object of Injunction is possible in the sen- 
tence), and {inasmuch as no Action that has already been enjoined once 


cata form the si of another nn j Meta, it must be admitted that the 
Action herein enjoined is distinct from all—Daria, Pûrnamåsa, ete.,-—that 
have been enjoined before.” 


_ SIDDHANTA. 
ARA ar ETA Ns 

fear: Vikarah, modification, at Va, really, mamma Prakaranat, because of 
the context. 

8. Itis really a modification of the previous sacri- 
fice.—8. 
COMMENTARY, 

Even though the sentence be the Injunction of Action yet, that 
Action cannot be any other than the one laid down before oh reasons 
shown under Såtra, LI, iii, 26, specially as the sentence is found to bring 
about an idea of the (causal) relationship between an Accessory (Daksa- 
yana) and a Result (acquiring of children);—just as in the case of the 
sentence ‘Dadhknendriyakdmasya, eto,’ it must be admitted that the sacri- 
fice referred to is the same that has been laid down before. 

It has been argued that there: is no Accessory known as ‘ Daksa- 
yana. But this is scarcely true ; because the fact of there being such an 
accessory is pointed out by the context itself—~just as are many 
other accessories, like the Ukthya and the rest; that is to say, we find in 
the context that after the sentence in question has laid down the Ddk- 
gayana as an Accessory; there is another sentence that points out the 
actual form of that Accessory. 

And just as in the case of Dadhi, so here also, the Déksayana is 
not found to be taken as co-extensive or identical with the saerifice, 

And further, even if the Ddksayana, etc., be taken as co-extensive 
with ‘saerifice’ then too, on account of their proximity to the Dadhi, etc., 
these sacrifices would be recognised as mere modifications (of the Darsa- 
Pirnamdasa), Consequently even in this case, what the sentence would do 
would be to lay down the Result following from a modification of the 
Darsa-Pirnamdsa and not from any other sacrifice wholly distinct from it. 

In this way, an utter disruption of the context would also be avoid- 
ed. Though there will be a rupture of the context in connection with the 
Ddkgayana to this extent, that which is mentioned as leading to a 
definite Result (e. g., the Ddékgayana) cannot be taken as part of ihe 
procedure,—yet inasmuch as the Darsa-Parnamdsa would form the sub- 
strate of the Ddksayana, the mention of the Darsa-Parnamdsa could very 
well be connected with the subsequent sentences (under consideration) and 


thus help them (in their denotation), 
9 


fected Lifga darganat cha, also because we find indicative Vedic texts. 
9. Also becase we find Vedic texts indicative (of non- 


Uae Hee): —9. 


COMMENTARY. 

We have the sentence—-‘ Trimsatam vargâni Daria-pûrnamåsábyâm 
yajetå yadi Dâkgâyanayaji syât atha api patichadasawa varshâni yajeta atra 
hi eva så sampadyate; dve hi paurnamasydm yajetd dve amavâsye atra hi 
eva khalu så sampad bhavati’ ‘one should perform the Darsa-Pûrnamâsa for 
thirty years; but if the sacrificer happens to be a performer of the Dåksd- 
yana, he could finish it in fifteen years as in this sacrifice two Pawrnamdsis 
and two Darsas are performed; and hence the requisite number of 
these Jatter would be completed by the Ddksdyana being performed for 
fifteen years only ! 

This completion of the ‘ thirty years’ and the Darsa-Paruamdsa (by 
the performance of the Dâkgâyana) distinctly indicates the non-difference 
of the Ddksdyana from the Darsa-Pirnamdsa, For the thirty years 
course of the Darsa-Parnamdsa could not be made up by ,the performance 
of an altogether different sacrifice (while the text distinctly lays down 
the fact of the thirty-year-course being made up by the fifteen-year- 
course of the Ddéksdyana). Nor could there be a gratuitous rejection 
of the thirty-year limit, whereby the fifteen-year course would be 
due to a different sacrifice (that is to say, the mere performance of 
an altogether different sacrifice could not justify a rejection of the original 
thirty-year limit). Nor can it be urged that the course of the Darsa 
Parnamdsa is reduced to one of a fifteen years’ by reason of the performer 
being a performer of another sacrifice in the shape of the Ddékgdyana. 
Because if this latter were wholly distinct from the former, there would 
be no relationship between the two (whereby the performance of one could 
reduce the course of another), And also because in that. case, there 
would be no justification for the explanatory sentence ‘ Dve hi puurnamd- 
sydm dve amdvasye’ (which lays down the fact of two of each of these being 
performed in the Ddkgdyana, instead of one only, as in the case of the 
ordinary Daria Pûrnamåsa, as the reason for the thirty-year limit being 
reduced to one of fifteen only.) 
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num Gunadt, due to peculiarity. aara: Samjřňopabandhah, the name. 
10. The name (Daéksayana) is due to the peculiarity of 
the Accessory.— 10. 
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COMMENTARY. | 
(This Stta meets the Parvapakga argument of Sftra 6). 


The Name serves the purpose of distinguishing an Action from. 
others, only when it occurs in the originative Injunction of that Action. 
In the case in question, however, we find that the name ‘ Dédksdyana’ is 
not connected with any originative Injunction ; specially asin this case 
we do not find the sentence introduced by any word expressing the 
beginning of a new action,—as we doin the sentence ‘ Atha esa jyotih’ ete., 
And then, inasmuch as the name is quite capable of being explained as 
mentioning an Aecessory of the previons Sacrifice, it cannot serve the 
purpose of distinguishing the Action. That the word ‘ Dikgdyava denotes 
a mere repetition of the previous sacrifice of the Darsa-Parnamdsa is shown 
by the sense afforded by the components of the word itself, as also by the 
above-quoted text (that there are two Darsas and two Parnamdsas, in the 
Déksayana). Fence we conclude from the context that the Result 
mentioned in the sentence in question follows from the Diaksdyana 
as based upon the Darsa-Pirnamdsa. The word ‘ Daksa’ means ‘the - 
Sacrificer’ who is expert and very quick at the performance of the Sacrifice 
(of thirty years, in only half the time’); the Priests appointed by such a 
sacrificer are * daksa ' (appointed by the clever sacrificer) ; and the ‘ ayana’. 
(performance of these priests) is the ‘ Daksayana’ (and thus we find that 
the constituent parts of the word also points to the same fact that is 
mentioned in the text quoted above). 

The name ‘ Stkamprasthiya’ also means that the substance referred to 
by this word is offered (prasthiyate) along with (sdkum) the smaller vessels, 
before the cutting up of the ‘Sdnndyya’ cake ; and thus this name is also 
found to belong to a material only, in connection with the previous 
sacrifice; and hence in this case also there is nothing to oppose the 
recognition, in the sentence in question, of the Action that has been 


mentioned before. 
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wat: Samâptih, completion, wafigr Avisigtâ, nothing peculiar, 
il. There is nothing peculiar in the completion (of 
the sentence with the mere mention of the regult).—11. 
COMMENTARY, 
[This meets Stitra 7.) 


Though the sentence does not enjoin the Result in reference to 
the Action, yet, inasmuch as it does not speak of any connection between 


ferent from the previous sacrifice. Just as the 
from the Action has. been established under Sútra If. i. 1, et seq.—so, exactly 
in the same manner, has it also been shown, under Sûtra, I, ii. 26, that 
there are certain sentences that serve the sole purpose of establishing 
the relationship between a Result and a certain Accessory of the previous 
sacrifice, And hence there being a doubt as to which of these two pre- 
vious conclusions should be applied to the case in question, the pre- 
sence of certain other words (such as those cited under Stra 9) distinctly 
points to the conclusion that in the present case, the Result is mentioned 
as following from the Accessory (of the previous sacrifice) and not from 
any distinct sacrifice, 
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Adhikarana V.—Actions mentioned with specific substances 
and deities should be regarded as distinct. 
SOTRAS IIT. iii. 12 to 17, 
“SeETTATTATM SHAVEN” UW g Ul 
wem Sarnskfirah Cha, a mere preparatory rite, ama Aprakataye, not 
occurring in any particular context.  savtneq Akarmagabdat, as there is no word 


” 


mentioning an action. 
12. “Itis a mere preparatory rite as not occurring 
in the context (of any particular sacrifice) ; specially as there 
is no word denoting an Action.”—12. : 
COMMENTARY. 

Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the sentence 
‘Vayavyam sveta. måtabhelå bhiitikdmak, ‘Sauryam charum nirvapet 
brahmavurchasukâmah.’ And in connection with this there arise the 
following questions :—(i). Inasmuch as, as a general rule, all sentences 
not apppearing in reference to any particular sacrifice, are taken as serving 
some purpose of the Action, mentioned in the context, does the 
sentence simply lay down the accessories ‘ Svetu and ‘charu’ respectively 
of the ‘Touching ” and ‘ Preparing’ that form part of the Darst- 
Pårnamåsa sacrifice, which is the action mentioned in the context? Or 
does it lay down two independent and distinct Actions ? (ii). (If the 
Actions mentioned are distinct and independent), are these actions only 
those that are mentioned by the actual words of the sentence? Or is 
it these actions as accompanying the ‘ sacrilice’ that are meant ? 
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<n the aleve: questions, \ we PEN at first, the following :— 
Pûrvapakga (A). -—Just as in the case of the Daksdyana it has mea 
found (in the foregoing Adhikurana) that, the sentence mentioning the 
connection of the Accessory, and thus there being no word injunctive of 
any Action, the sentence could not be taken as laying down a distinct 
Action,—so would it also be in the case in question. This similarity 
between the two cases is what is implied by the word ‘ cha’ in the Sdtra, 


“mage at EAT: JRT” 22 N 
arg’ Yavaduktam, what is distinctly mentioned, m Vå, but, ir: Karma- 
nab, of the action, afma Srutimfilatvat, being based on direct Vedic decla- 


rations. : 
13. “The Action meant to be laid down is just what is distinctly 


mentioned, because the only basis for Actions is direct declaration.’——13, 
COMMENTARY. 

[In reply to the above Pirvapaksa we have the following argu- 
ments which, however, embody another theory which is not acceptable 
to the Siddhánta and which is on that account put forward asa second 
Pûrvapakşa answered in the next Sitra]. 

Parvapaksa (B).—As direct declaration is the only basis for the en- 
joining of Actions, the Action meant to be laid down must be just what is 
distinctly mentioned by it, so that in the case in question the only Actions 
mentioned are those of ‘touching’ and ‘preparing.’ Hence these are the 
only Actions that must be regarded as accomplishing the results mentioned. 
And the element of sacrifice need not enter into these Actions at all. 

As for the word ‘Vdyavyam’ (which might be urged as pointing 
to the fact of the ‘white object’ being offered to the Deity Vayu, which 
offering would constitute a sacrifice), it could be explained away, as being 
a mere reference, on the ground that all substances are capable of being, 
in some way or other, related to certain deities (even without their being 
actually offered to them). Or, the sentence might be taken to mean that 
—‘when one has set aside a certain object for the sake of Vdyu, if we 
happen to touch it, it would bring prosperity to us.’ And as the sentence 
embodies a qualified Injunction, there would not be any very great trouble 
in taking the sentences thus. Or, the sentences might mean that the 
desirable results are obtained as soon as the white object is touched for 
the sake of Véyu, or when the boiled rice is prepared for the sake of the 
Sun. And certainly it is notin a sacrifice alone that anything can be 
done for the sake of certain Deities. Because there is no incompatibility 
in something being done for the sake of a certain Deity, whenever that 


neg 


happens to We Lisiaed for bbe done, as such ee. if it ne nO; a 
sacrifice), Therefore all that the sentence in question means, in accordance 
with the expressed Injunction, is that ‘something white ‘should: be 
l touched for the sake of Vayu,’ 

‘Thas there being no ground for connecting the eri levigu with any 
viii primary Action mentioned before they must bi) taken as ae 
down a distinet touching and preparing. 


TARI Tea ASAT Animi Ngn 
afa: Yajatih, the action of sacrifice, g Tu, but, xari sama Dravyaphala- 
bhoktrisamyogât, because of the mention of the substance, the result, and the Deity. 
vai Btesim, of these. mireag Karmasamvandhat, on account of ve related ta 
an action, 

‘Li. But the ‘sacrifice’ is iaid down ee of the 
mention: of the enjoyer of the substance and the Result, 
which are related to some sort of an Action.—14. 

COMMENTARY, 

Inasmuch as, as a matter of fact, the Injunction in question daponde 
upon each of the words contained in the sentence, it must be taken in the 
ease in question, as pertaining to the relationship of the substance, the 
Deity and the word ‘Vayavyam’ expressing the yelationship. And as the 
relationship would not be possible without the action of sacrifice, it 
naturally implies such an Action, specially as no other action is capable 
of bringing about the relationship. Mor if we were to touch the substance, 
without offering to the Deity Vayu, it would not he ° wtyavya.’ Nor ean 
the sentence be taken to mean that we touch only that particular sub- 
stance which is ordinarily known as vayavya (dedicated to Vayu); 
because such dedication to a Deity can be brought about only by saori- 
fice. Henco the sentence could not but be taken as meaning that ‘the 
white substance should be offered to Vayu ; and from this we conclude 


that the sentence is the Injunction of a ‘sacrifice’ (in the shape of — 


offering). Specially as without the action of ‘sacrifice’ the result mentioned 
would not be attained. Because the ‘Injunction of Sacrifice’ will be 


defined latex on as ‘Y ajatichodand. droy yadevatdkriyam samudåye kriydrtha- 


twat (IV. ii. 27). 
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figaierg Litgadarsanat Cha, also because we find texts indicating the same 


conclusion. 
(15. Also because we find texts indicating the same 


conclusion.—15. 


heh 


L HIKARANA, sa 15, 16. 


COMMENTARY. 


We have the text ‘Saumaraudrin charun nirvapét... ..... „par irite Ne 
yajeta? and in this as soon asthe word ‘Saumdraudrdn’ (which speaks 
of the connection of the corn with the deities, Soma and Rudra) has beea il 
uttered, though there is no word expressing ‘sacrifice '—yet inasmuch as — 
the sentence ‘ Parisrite yajeta’ which Jays down the proper cooking of the 


rice, refers to a previous Sacrifice by the word ‘ yajeta’—we. always 
recognize the sentence as laying down ‘a certain action connected with 
‘ sacrifice,’ In fact, in the case of the sentence ‘Agnigounyam pasumdlabheta’ 
it is only by the above reason that the presence of ‘sacrifice’ is admitted. 

In the previous Adhikarana we considered the question as to whether 
the sentence is an Injunction or a mere reference to a previous Action ; 
while what we have considered in the present Adhikaraya is the question 
as to,—the Injunctive character having been established,—what sort of an 
Action ‘either mere Touching or Sacrifice) is enjoined by it. And as such 
there is no mere useless repetition, 


Adhikarana VI.—Such actions as the Touching of the 
Calf and the like are purely purificatory. 
SUTRA IL. iii. 1617. 
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fant Vigaye, in a doubtful case, aaia Prâyadarsanât, by a perception of 


similarity, . 
15. In a doubtful case, the correct conclusion is arrived 
at by a perception of similarity.— 16. 
COMMENTARY. 

In connection with the present Sdtra, Upavaréa has cited the sen- 
tence Vatsamálabhetá found in the Agnthotra section, in connection with 
the milking of the cow. And he has shown that, with regard to this sentence 
also, we have a threefold doubt : (1) Does the sentence lay down the calf 
with the reference to the Touching ENY mentioned in the context ? 
(2) Or, does it lay down mere ‘Touching’ ? (3) Or, does it lay down a 
‘Saertfice.’ 

As to the first alternative, it has been left out, because there desing 
no she (aight in the sentence, there is nothing in it to point. to “Touch- 
ing’ previously mentioned in the context ;—as shown i in the foregoing 
Adhikarans. 

~ And inasmuch as the uanehiston arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana 
points to the fact of the sentence under consideration here also being 
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the Injunetion of a eigen the Bhdsya proceeds to explain t the present 
Adhikarana as an exception to the foregoing one. 
Though, as a matter of fact, on account of the sentence dwelt with 
here being a counter-instance of the foregoing Siddhdnta ar guments based 
upon the connection of the Enjoyer, the Pûrvapakga of the present Adhi- 
karana has almost wholly been represented (in the shape of the Siddhanta 
of the foregaing Adhikarana) ; yet the Bhasya proceeds to present it afresh, 
‘because of the peculiar character of the intellect of certain persons ; as 
there are some people, so imbued with the idea of the Logician, that they 
think of interpreting Veda also by means of Inferences from similarity ; 
and these persons would never grasp the fact of the Pérvapakga having 
been refuted, unless it has been duly set forth previously. 


| Some people accept the word‘Alabhetd’ as synonymous with ‘Sacrifice’ 
on the strength of the foregoing Adhikarana while others take it as merely 
| implying the ‘Suerifice’; and it is both these views that they bring 
| forward in connection with the sentence in question also. And we have 
| in connection with this a twofold— 
Piirvapakga,— Namely : “(1) The sentence in question lays down a 
distinct sacrifice, (2) it lays down the calf in connection with the sacrifice 
that has been laid down previously.” > 


The Siddhinta view is that in the case of the sentence dwelt with 
in the foregoing Adhikarana we accepted the injunction of the ‘saerifice,’ 
on the sole ground of relationship between the substance and the Deity 
therein mentioned by the word ‘ Vaydvyam,’—and not, either on the 
strength of a newly discovered expressive potency of .the word ‘Alabhetd’ 
or on that of fallacious Inference (of the implication of ‘Sacrifice, by the 
word ‘Alabletd’). In the case in question, however, as we have no word 
expressive of the said relationship (of Deity and the substance), we must 
take the word ‘Alabheté’ in its simple direct signification, Thus would 
the similarity of the present ‘touchiny’ with the purificatory secondary 
Actions of cow-milking and the ilike to be explained; as the ‘Touching’ 
also would be a mere secondary rite; and this ‘touching of the calf’ at the 

_ particular time of milking the cow, would serve a visible purpose of 
"making the cow yield more milk. 
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mig Arthavåda saa: Upapatte ¥ Cha and, 
17. Also because of the possibility of the connection 
with the particular Arthavada.—17. 


D. DIIRARAŅA, Sa. 17, 18. 
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- OOMMANTARY. 


losa, upon the sentence in question we have the sentence 

Vutsânikântá hi pasavah, (‘Animals love their young ones dearly’) ; and 
this could be taken as‘an Arthydda showing a reason for the previous 
Injunction, only when the preceding sentence ‘Vatsamdélabhetd’ is taken as 
enjoining the ‘touching’ by way of fondling it for the purpose of 
making the cow yield more milk [the two sentences together meaning 
that one should touch (fondle) the calf with a view to the yielding more 
milk because animals love their young dearly. | 

If, on tho other hand, the word, ‘Alabhetd’ meant touching for the 
purpose of killing’ (by way of offering to a Deity) the mention of the fact of 
the young being dearly loved by animals would be wholly irrelevant ; 
for in that case the purport of the two sentences would be this, 
Because the calf is loved by its mother, therefore itshould be touched 
for being killed—certainly not a very relevant proposition? In the other 
caso (ùe. when Alabhetd means touching by way of fondling) it would be 
quite natural to expect that inasmuch as the cow is fond of the calf, 
if we fondle the calf or the calf fondles us, the cow would be moved 
to yield ‘more milk, the flow of which would be accelerated by the 
sight of her calf being fondled. ia 

Thus also, it must be admitted that the sentence in question lays 
down mere ‘touching’ as a secondary action calculated to serve a useful 
purpose. 


Adhikarana VII.—The Nawwarcharu is 


A yA 
for the purposes of Adhâna. 
2 SOTRA II. iii, 18. 


> oo iT 
agmErinets aaa: oft dara ues N 
ign: Samyuktah, connected. g Tu, verily, många Arthasabdena, with the 
word mentioning an action. i: ‘ladarthah, for the sake of that. aAa 
rutisamyogit, because such is the direct signification of the words, 

18. As connected with the word mentioning an Action, 
it must the taken as being for the sake ofthat Action; 
specially as suchis the direct signification of the words of 
the text.—18. 

COMMENTARY. 
The Adhikarana before last having dealt with the significations of 


the words ‘ Alabheid’ and ‘Nirvapet’ as contained in the sentences 
10 


dealt with the counter instance of the ‘first part of that Adhkikarana and 
the presont Adhikarana proceeds to deal with the counter insiance of the 
second portion dealing with the ‘Preparing’ in connection with the boiled 


|| mice. nox is the case of this exactly similar to that dealt with in the forego- 


ing Adhikunana as in this we have a further ground of doubt, in the shape 
of the mention of a Deity (Brihaspati.) eh 

| eB connection with ‘Agni’ we meet with the sentence ‘ Naivaras- 
 charubhavati and then ‘ Yadenam charumupadadhati’ and here arises 
the question as to whether the boiled rice is laid down for the purpose of 
‘the sacrifice (the sense of the text being that having sacrificed out of the 
rice, the remnant is to be kept aside), or that it is laid down for the sole 
purpose of being kept aside], And on this question we have the 


following :-- 
PURVAPAKSA. 


Phovapakga.—‘'The character of a subsidiary to sacrifices is inherent 
in all such substances as boiled rice cake and the like ; and hence in all cases 
it is necessary to give up one’s ownership of these substances (in favour of 
some one else). Consequently, what the word ‘Upadadhati’ in the sentence 
‘hurum upadadhati’ is that there ic to be a ‘Prapatti’ (keeping aside, throw- 
ing away) of the corn and as no such pratipatti of a thing would be possible 
until it had been already utilised, we are led to look out for that at which 
the boiled rice could have been utilised ; and the foremost of all, that 
which ‘presents itself as being most capable of alfording an occasion 
for the said utilisation of the Rice, is the sacrifica; and hence we are 
led to accept the fact of the corn being of use at the searijice. Subsequently 
too, we meet with the sentence ‘Brihasputiretadannam yannivdra, ‘ete., which 
distinctly mentions Brihaspati as the Deity of the Rice; and under the 
circumstances, if the connection between the Rice and that Deity were 
not duly established by means of a sacrifice, the mention of the Deity 
would be absolutely meaningless. ‘Therefore, we must take the sentences 
in question to mean that “after having performed the sacrifice of the 
Brihaspatyacharu which forms part of the Agneyu sacrifice, we should desist, 
‘for a time, from proceeding with other sacrifices connected with the 
‘ Agneyw’ and keep aside the Rice (that has been offered to Brihaspati).”’ 
Siddhdnta.~-T'o the above we make the following reply: There is 
nothing inherent in the Rice that would always make it employed at 
sacrifices ; in fact, the use to which such things are to be put is ascertained 
by means of the authoritative directions that may be found with regard to 
them. As soon as: the appearance of the Rice has been mentioned, we 


erect nae for the 1 use to which it could be put; and we are met 


by the sentence ‘Yadenam charu upadadhati’ which directly lays down the 


fact of the Rice, helping towards the preparation of the altar for the. 
reception of the fire to be used at the sacrifice. And the Rice thus 
having its use clearly defined, it could not have any connection with 
another Action, even if such an action were directly mentioned, and 
hence it is all the more impossible for ittohaving anything to do with 
an Action that is not even mentioned (but only indirectly implied). Nor 
can the keeping spoken of be said to have the character of the Pratipattt ; 
because we do not know of any use to which it could be put prior to 
the keeping. 


Adhikarana VIII.-—(The twastrapatnivata is 
subservient to the Paryagnikarana). 
SUTRA II, iii, 19. 
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meaa Påinivate, in the Patnivaté. g Tu, really, ena Pûrvatwât, because 
it is recognised as the previous one. aaa: Avachchhedah, preclusion. 

19. Inasmuch as the Patnivatâ is recognised as the 
previous one, the sentence in question must be taken aş- 
serving the purpose of precluding (the subsequent subsi- 
diaries.)---19. 

COMMENTARY, 

In connection with what has gone before we proceed to consider 
whether the word ‘ Utsrjati’ signifies the sacrifice or not. 

The sacrifice having been laid down in the sentence “Puastram 
påtnivatamalabhate ' we find another sentence ‘ Paryagnikyitam pdtniva- 
tâmutsrijanti’ And in connection with this latter sentence, there is a 
doubt as to whether it lays down an Accessory ‘to the sacrifice (laid down 
inthe former sentence), or a distinct Action, the doubt being duo to the 
two-fold construction of which the sentence is capable, And on this 
we have the following :— 

Pûrvapakşa.—“ The sentence lays down a distinct Action ; because © 
the Injunctive potency of the sentence pertains, as in the case of the 
sentence ‘Vdyavyam svetamdalabhetd’ to the relationship between the sub- 
stauce and the Deity. 

And further inasmuch as the seiitence in question does not 
contain any mention of Tva;td, the action mentioned therein cannot 


be SA aI as the. same as that mentioned in Wa plovious aliens (in 
which the word Tvdgtrd forms an important factor); and (if the action | 
mentioned in the two sentences be taken as the same on the ground of 


Bh both sentences laying down the ‘ Patnivutd’ then on account of the sentence 


in question containing the mention of ‘ Paryagnikarana’ also, there Linas 
be a syntactical split (if it laid down the Patnivatd also).” 
Siddhdnta.—-To the above we make the following reply : Inasmuch a as 


“the sacrifice montioned in the sentence in question is actually recognised 


as the same asthe one mentioned in the previous sentence, wo can- 
not perceive any other sacrifice in it; and what the sentence in question 
does is to lay down, with regard to the same sacrifice, all the subsidiary 
procedure ending with the ‘Paryagnikarana,’ 

The word ‘Patnivatd’ in the sentence in question can very well 
denote the previous sacrifice, evon though it is accompanied by two quali- 
fications, just like the word agni in connection with the Manotd sacrifice. 
And the words ‘ paryagnikrtamutsrjati’ also are cognised, on account of 
the context, as laying down an accessory for that same sacrifice. 


ee 


Adhikarana IX --—Adabhya, ete., are the 
names of the vessels. 
SOTRA TI. ii. 20. 


TATA HAG HAUT: ATTN VU 
ageram Adravyatvat, on account of there being no mention of the sacrificial 
material, A Kovale, there being the mention of mere holding, ata: Karma- 
dosah, subservient to the action. era Syåt, would be. 

20, When the name appears by itself without any 
mention of the sacrificial material and there is merely the 
mention of‘ holding’ it would be subservient to the action.—20. 

COMMENTARY. 

[ In no particular connection we find the sentences, esha vat havisd 
havinyajeta yo dabhyam grihiteda somaya yajate and para va eteaydyub prdna 
eti yonsum grihnati.| 

And with regard to the holding of the Addbhya and the Amsu there 
is a threefold doubt, just as in the case of the dlambha (touching). And 
just as in that case, so here also, after having set aside the two other alter- 
native theories, we have the following— 

Purvapaksha.—The sentence in question enjoins two sacrifices. The 
arguments in support of this view are as follows; Ithas been shown above 


f 


"UIT PADA, IX ADHIRARANA, 81. 20. 
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(under Ndémadheya) that the name of a sacrifice serves to distinguish it even 
from*that sacrifice which may have been originally mentioned in the 
context; and hence it will distinguish actions all the more easily from 
those that are not mentioned in the same context, with regard to which — 
there can be no idea of identity. 

‘Ia the case in question we find that the names ‘ Adabhya’ and ‘Amsu’ 
are not known to belong to any sacrifice mentioned in the context; and 
hence the sentence cannot be taken as laying down a mere repetition of 
the same. Consequently we conclude that the sentence lays down the 
Ekéha sacrifice which forms part of the Jyotistoma—this conclusion being 
pointed out by the similarity of the injunction of ‘holding.’ Nor is. the 
case in question similar to that of the ‘ touching of the calf’; (1) because 
in the first of these two sentences in question, we find the direct mention 
of the ‘ sacrifice’ and in the second we have a specific name which serves 
to distinguish the Action so named froin all other actions ; and (2) because 
the presence of the injunction of holding in the sentences transfers, to the 
actions herein mentioned, all the details of the Jyotigtoma ; and as 
such these actions become fully equipped with all the necessary factors 
of the material and the Deity, ete., (which is not found in the case of the 
sentence ‘ vatsamdlabheta,’ 

And for these reasons, we conclude that the sentences lay down 
distinet sacrifices. 

Siddhinta.—-To the above we make the following reply :— 

In the case of sentences where we have only the name and the 
holding mentioned (as in the case in question), the chances of the mention 
of a sacrifice are very much less than in the case of the sentence “ vatsama- 
labhetd,’ because the former is devoid even of the mention of a material. 

That is to say, we find that, in the sentences in question, the mention 
of the Deity is a long way off; and even the object that would form the 
objective of the mentioned ‘holding’ is not mentioned. Because the 
substance cannot be pointed out except by a class or by a property. And 
so long as it has not been ascertained that the actions mentioned in the 
sentence are sacrifices, there can be no idea as to the sacrifices being 
similar to the Jyotistoma and as such ‘soma’ (the material offered at 
the Jyotistoma) could not be recognised as the material to be held. 
And as for the verb ‘ grihnati’ also, there is no reason to believe that it is 
always concomitant with the Jyotitgma; because all that it expresses 
is mere holding (and this action is present in all sacrifices). 

Nor are the names in question ‘ Addbhya’ and * Amsu,’ the names of 
any sacrifices, whereby they could serve to distinguish these. sacrifices, 


PORVA-MIMAMSA-SUTRAS. II ADHYAYA, 


Cause these words have been accepted ag names, simply on the ground 
of their co-extensiveness with ‘holding’ and as for the difference of “hold- 
ing’ from the previous sacrifices, we also admit it; but it does not follow 
from this that the sentence lays down a distinct Sacrifice. ! 

Asa matter of fact, we have proved under Sutra TI, ii. 18, that 
even when such sentences are accompanied by the mention of Deities and 
materials, they cannot be taken as laying down Sacrifices while in the 
‘cage in question, we do not find even this ‘mention of the Deity and the 
material). As for the Sacrifice that is mentioned by the word ‘yaeta’ in 
the sentence speaking of the Addbhya, it cannot in the present instance, be 
taken as enjoined by the Injunctive affix (in yajeta) which has its injunctive 
potency transferred elsewhere (to the Accessory) as shown under the 
Purvapokge of the Sutra T. ii, 27. Therefore the sentence (speaking of 
Adibhya) must he taken as laying down the ‘holding’ with reference 
to a certain sacrifice (laid down before). 


Adhikarana X.—The Agnichayana is a secondary 
preparatory rite. 
SUTRA U. iii. 21—23. 


(tary agaaa mg: SAA” N 3R N 

wi: Agnih, the word Agni. g Tu, really, Rira Lifigadarsanat, because 
of the presence of indicative marks, mgma; Kratusabdab, denoting a sacrifice. 
ade Pratiyate, should be recognised, 

91. “The word Agnishould be recognised as denoting 
a sacrifice because of the presence of indicative marks.”’-—21, 
COMMENTARY. 

In connection with the sentence ‘ Agninehinute’ followed by the 
gentences-~* athatognimagnistomendnuyajati, tamukthyena tamatirdtrena, 
tem godasina,’ etc. —we have a threefold doubt: (1) Does it lay down a 
distinct Sacrifice, or (2) Does it lay down mere chyana ‘collecting) ? 
or (3) Does it lay down an accessory for all the Primary and Subsidiary 
sacrifices ? And on this we have the following— 

Purvapakgna.—(1) As we donot find the sentence repeated again in the 


context, as we do in the case of the sentences dealt with in the foregoing | 


Adhikarana, (2) as no useful purpose would be served by the mere 
purification of Agni, we conclude, from the very fact of the presence of the 
name, that the sentence lays down a distinct sacrifice ; and thus alone 
could we justify the subsequent mention of the Result, in the sentence 
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R dhinoti, ete. Nor can the result herein mentioned be said to follow 


from an Accessory ; because no substrate of any such Accessory is 
mentioned in the context. 
And then we perceive that such distinctive marks as the U pasad, ete., 


which are the invariable accompaniments of thie Soma sacrifice, are connect- 


ed with the Action mentioned in the sentence in question. 

So also in the sentences ‘Athdto’gnimagnistomendnuyajati,’ ete., we 
find that ‘ Agni’ is the name of a sacrifice to be performed, because the 
sentence ‘ Agnim yajuti’ is precisely similar to the sentence ‘ Sumidhoyajuti’ 
wherein it has been shown under Sutra I. iv. 4, that the word * Samidhah’ 
is the name of a sacrifice; and hence we come to take the sentence in 
question as laying down a sacrifice qualified by the name ‘ Agni? And 
this Agni-sacrifice comes to be qualified by the Sansthd’s of the Agnistoma, 
which are found tobe present init. ‘Then as for the words ‘ dvirdétra,’ 
etc., they could be taken as pointing out the alternatives of time. — 

SIDDHAN'TA. 
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#4 Dravyam; the material. at VA, but. em Syat, should be. wana: Cho- 
dandyah, of the injunction. qaeard Tadarthatvat, on account of being for that 


_ purpose. 


92. The material should be mentioned by the word 


because the Injunction is for that purpose.—22. 
COMMENTARY. 

Inasmuch as the word ‘Agni’ is one that has its signification 
universally known, unless this signification is found to give rise to certain 
anomalies, like syntactical split, etc., we cannot reject the sense of Fire, 
and take the word as the name of a sacrifice. 

That is to say, the word Agni’ is not known to have any literal 
meaning, like the words ‘ Udbhid’ and the rest, nor is it accompanied 
by any of the three conditions of ‘Ndmadheys, viz., ‘Vakyabhedu’ 
‘Taduayapadesa’ ‘ T'utprakhya’ and (explained in Adhikarana I, Pada iv) ; 
and hence it could not be taken as the Name of a sacrifice. 

It has been urged above that it fulfils the Ndmadheya condition 
laid dowh in Sutra I. iv. 4. Butit would have been so if the Agni were 
actually enjoined in the sentence, âs something to be purified by chayana 
(collection). And it has never been spoken of as to be so purified (in any 
other sentence save the one in question) ; and hence the condition laid 
down in Sutra, L. iv. 4, does not apply to the present case, 
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Therefore ‘Agni,’ spoken of in the sentence, is a Substance (and 
not a sacrifice), 
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ainda Tatsamyogât, by connection with that, ma: Kratuh, the sacrifice. 
agra; ‘Tadikbyah, of that name. ara SyAt, might be. a Tena, by that, «ifarra 
DharmavidhAnani, laying down of details. 

23. On account of the fact of the connection of Agni 
with all sacrifices a sacrifice might be named ‘Agni,’ but 
that name would only serve to lay down the details of the 
sacrifice.—-23, 
COMMENTARY, 

In the case of such sentences as ‘agnehsastram’ (that have been 
cited by the Pérvapaksa as showing that ‘Agni’ is the name of a 
sacrifice), we have to take recourse to indirect indication, as there is no 
other way in which the sentence could be explained. In this sentence the 
word ‘Agni’ indicates the place or altar connected with Fire, and this 
place indicates the sacrifice performed at that altar (and thus it is by 
a very indirect process that the word ‘Agni’ can indicate the sacrifice), 
But the fact of such indirect iudication being accepted in one place 
does not make it necessarily acceptable in all other cases. Hence in 
the case in question, where the indirect indication can be very well 
avoided it is only right that we should accept the word ‘Agni’ 
signifying the substance (Fire). 

In connection with the present Adhikarana, the author of another 
Bhasya has also treated of the questions of Agni—(1) having a result or 
being fruitless, (2) being an independent action or subsidiary to another 
sacrifice, (3) being eternal or transient, (4) being a modification or not of 
Uttaravedikd. But all these questions have already been dealt with 
in other Adhikaranas, in connection with other similar sentences, and 
hence we have not taken them up for consideration here. And the Author 
referred to also has introduced them here by way of showing off the 
excellence of bis memory. 


Adhikarana XI.—The Mdsdgnthotra is a distinct sacrifice. 
SUTRA II, iii, 24. 
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naama PrakarayAntare, when there is a difference of context. ‘arma 
P rayojanânytvam, there is a difference in the Bhavana. 


Se ay in be oe 
| “COMMENTARY. 


We have finished tho consideration of the question of the Differen- 
tiation of actions by moans of Accessories, and we have also dealt with all 
side issues of such questions, as to what sort of Accessory is that mention- 
ed in the subsequent sentence, which, not being applicable to the action 
mentioned in the previous sentence, makes that mentioned in the subse- 
quent action different from it; and which sort is that which is applicable 
to the previous action, and as such does not make any difference in the 
Action. And the five moans of differentiation having been dealt with, 
we now proceed to consider the differentiation of actions by context. 


[In connection with the Kundapdyindmayana, we find the sentence 
‘ Masamagnihotram juhoti, måsam darsapirnamdsdbhydm yajate,’ and on 
this there arises a doubt as to whether these sentences lay down the 
month as the time for the previously mentioned Agnihotra and the Darsa» 
Piirnamdse or they lay down actions totally different from these]. 


And on this we have the following— . 

Pivvapakga.— Such words as ‘ Agnihotra’ and the like, having already 
on one occasion denoted a certain action, the mere fact of the word occurr~ 
ing after a long interval does not make any difference in the Action itself. 
That is to say, just as where the word ‘ Agnihotra’ is uttered in Valabhi 
or in Pdtaliputra, it does not signify two different things; so no matter 
whether the word occurs in one context or in another, its denotation can- 
not be different. For certainly the difference in the context does not 
bring about a fresh denctative potency in the word. And hence the 
verbs ‘yajate, ‘juhoti,’ etc., also as qualified by these words (‘ Agnihotra,’ 
ete.) do not signify anything different; specially as the absence of an- 
other meaning does not make anything meaningless or irrelevant. For 
in the case in question, the mention of the ‘month’ is not incompatible 
with the ordinary ‘ Agnihotra’ ; because the monthly Agnihotra could very 
well be taken as an alternative to the Lifelong Daily Aynihotra. Or, it 
may be that the lifelong daily performance is laid for that Agnihotra 
which forms a necessary duty; while there are other occasional perform- 
ances of the same Agnihotra with a view to the obtaining of certain 
desirable results; and it is for these that the sentence lays down the 
‘month’ as the time. And itis only desirable that the syntax (of the 
senteuce in question) should set ‘opi that which is pointed out by the 


context, 
1i 


i 
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Siddhdnta.~—To the above we make the following reply i inp 
In the sentence in question, we find that the monthly Agnihotra 
is laid down as to be performed after the Upasads whereas we do not find 
any such Upusads preceding the original Agnihotra; and as such the two 
Agnihotras must be different. Vie tue 

_ That is to say, if the sentence in question had simply laid down 
the month, then we could have thought that the time had been laid down 
with reference to the original Agnihotru. Asa matter of fact, however, 
such is not the case ; as the sentence distinctly mentions the action as to 
be performed after the Upasads ; and as such the sequence to the Upasads 
must be taken as qualifying the time for the performance of this sacri- 
fice. In connection with the original Agnihotra, however, we do, uot find 
any mention of these wpasads, either as foreign to it, or as forming an 
integral part of it. If, again, the sentence were taken as laying down— (1) 
Upasads (2) the sequence to the Upasads and (3) the month,—then, there 
being various objects of Injunction, there would bea syntactical split. 

This also meets all the other declarations of the Prirvapaksa that 
the sentence lays down the performability, in the midst of the Sûtra, of 
the otherwise prohibited Agnihotra, either as an independent sacrifice, or. 
as a part of the Sitra itself, Becausoyin all these cases, the mention of 
the sequence to the Upasads and of month would be wholly meaningless. 

When, however, the sentence is taken as laying down a distinct 
Agnihotra, there would be nothing incongruous in the laying down of 
many things. Hence the sentence must be taken as laying down a 
distinct Agnihotra. 

Such is the Siddhdnta as represented by the Bhagya. But there 
is something to be said against this representation of the Siddhdnta. It 
is as follows :—: 

If the Agnihotras were taken as distinct, only because of the fact, 
there otherwise being a syntactical split,—then the present instance too 
becomes one of the Differentiation of Actions by means of syntactical 
split (already dealt with above), and not by that of context (what is 
really meant to be shown here) or, again the Actions would be different 
on account of the impossibility of the manifold accessories mentioned in 
the sentence in question belonging to the original Agnihotra ; and thus 
the necessary differentiation being done by Accessories, there would be 
no room for the functioning of the difference of context (towards the 
differentiation). Because even if the sentence in question had occurred 
im the same context as that of the original Agnihotra, then too it could 
not but have been taken as mentioning a distinct Action, because of the 


fik of e: ‘accessory. detalle herein ‘onto boing inapplicable tothe 
original Agnihotra, ~ i 

And further, even aah the reason shown iu the Bhasya might, 
with difficulty, establish the difference between the two Agnihotras, yet 
it could do nothing with regard to the other sentence in question, where- 
in the monthly Daria Pdrnamdsa is not mentioned as preceded by the’ 
Upesads, That is to say, the sentence ‘Mdsam darsaphrnamasddhiyam’? lays 
down only the connection of the sacrifice with the month; and as such 
there being no syntactical split, there would ho nothing to show that the 
Daria Parnamdsa herein Kna is different Hela that mentioned 
before. 


Thus then the erlai biion of the Siddhanta as given in the Bhasya 
being found to be untenable, the Vartika explains it as follows :— 


When the Accessory, though mentioned in a separate context, is 
laid down as a matter of independent Injunction, ùe., forms the, predicate 
of the sentence, then it can be delegated to the previous action (and would 
not make any difference in it) when however the Accessory is mentioned 
only as an Uddesya (not an object of Injunction, but an accomplished. 
thing, forming the subject of the sentence), then the action with reference 
to which it appears must be taken as different from the previous action. 


Tn the case in question, we perceive a difference between the two 
Agnihotras, not because of their being mentioned in separate contexts, 
but because of tho fact of all connection with the previous context having 
been cut off. That is to say, when no idea of the original Agnihotra is 
present in the mind, atthe time that the sentence in question is met 
with then the action mentioned in the latter cannot but be recognized. 
as diffrent from the previous Agnihotra, And as for the difference of 
contexts, even though it is present, it does not serve any useful purpose 
with regard to the differentiation ; as we shall show under Sutra LL-iii-25, 


ens 


Adhikarana XII.—The Agneya, ete., are Kamya Sacrifices. 


He AHAATT | 


SUTRA II. iii 25. 
at Phalam, the rosult, = Cha, also. maaar Akarmasannidhau, mentioned 
apart from actions. 


25. The Result mentioned apart from Actions (is a 
means of difference).—25, 


PURVA-MIMAMSA-SUTRAS, II is ald 


COMMENTARY, 


All the six causes of differentiation have been dealt nth! Wo hie 
proceed to show another way in which the difference of context operates 
towards differentiation. There are people who hold the differentiation 
(in the case cited in tho last Adhikarana) to be made by a difference of 
coatext only (according to the Bhâsya), while others according to the 
Váårtika) hold it to be made by the connection of a particular time ; and 
they do not admit of any differentiation brought about merely by such 
agencies as non-proximity or the relationship ofan anupddeya substance. 
Tt is with a view to explain the real state of things to these persons that 
the present Siva has been introduced. , And what is dealt with in the 
present Adhikarana is not a seventh cause of differentiation. 

Then, the fact of Place and occasion being anupadeya is too well- 
known, as has been shown in the foregoing Adhikarana; and hence in the 
present Adhikarana we do not cite any examples of these. And, in fact, 
the following two passages, too, dealing as they do with place and occasion 
-~should have been dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana, viz: (1) 
salraydvagury visvajita yajeta Samyuthdne visvajit, ete., (these too speak- 
ing of ocedsion); and (2) Daksinéna threna Saraswatyah agneyenashtakapa- 
lena samyd pardsdmiydt (speaking of Place). Though, as in the case of the 
Atirdtrd, etc., so in these also, we do not find any mention of the root 
‘yaji’? yet inasmuch as, without the inference of the presence of the root 
‘yaji’ the sentences containing the words with the nominal affix would 
remain incomplete (the yaji is inferred directly as the sentences have been 
pronounced), and hence the sentences do not stand in need of the ‘ yaji’ 
occurring in any other sentence ; and hence the actions mentioned in them 
must be taken as distinct from any others previously mentioned. 

Then as for the other two Anupadeyas the Result and Object to be 
purified (or prepared)—we proceed to consider them now, amenable, as 
they are, to the same line of reasoning. 

Of these two, the mention of the Result has been cited in the Bhda- 
sya: Agneyamastdkapdlannirvapet rukkamah’, ‘ Agnistomiydmekadasa- 
kapilannivrapet brahmavarchasakamah Aindramekddasakapdlannirvapet 
prajakémah.’ And as for the mention of the Object to be purified, we have 
the sentence ‘ T'raidhdtaviyd diksantya, etc., which lays down a purifica- 
tory rite for the sacrificer. 

The Bhdsya speaks of the sentences as being found without re- 
ference toany particular Action; and this is done with a view to show 
that the case in question is not capable of being dealt with under Differ. 
ence of Context, 


NA, S4. 25, 26. 
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[This question being as to whether the sentences in question only 
serve to lay down certain results with reference to the original Agneya, 
ete., or they lay down distinct sacrifices], we have the following— 

Pitrvapaksa. —Pradkritesu phalâvidhiriti—That is to say, the sentence 
in question lays down the Result with reference to the sacrifice mentioned 

_before,—first in the same manner as Ahavaniya and the rest are laid down; 
because the Results herein laid down are capable of being desired, even by 
one who is engaged in the Darsa Parnamisa. se 

Siddhdanta.—The reply to this is this—the Result ean never be 
enjoined. ‘The sentence of this ‘is that, on account of the reasons shown 
under Sitti, VI.i.3. of the Svdngakémédhikarana, the Result has always the 
character of the Uddesya (that subject with regard to which something else 
is enjoined), Because if the Result were enjoined, it could be so only with 
regard to the Action; and as such being a part of the Action itself, it 
would lose its character of Result to be brought about by that Action). 
And, on the other hand, if the action were not enjoined with reference to the 
Result then it would not have the character of the means'to that Result ; — 
and as such it would become fruitless. If again, both (Action and Result) 
were Uddeiys or both were Vidheya then they would have no connection 
with each other. And so the ouly alternative lef to us is to admit that 
the sentence lays down an Action with regard to a particular Result. And 
then just as in the preceding case (of an Action being laid down with 
reference to a particular time, so in the present case also), the Action thus 
laid down in the sentence in question woull be one that is wholly 
distinet from all previous actions. 

The same line of reasoning would apply also to the case of the 
sentence that speaks of a purificatory rite for the sacrificer. 

Nor is it possible for the transient Desire (for certain results) to be 
the means of accomplishing such eternal Actions as the Agnéya, ete. (and 
this is what it would come to if the sentences were taken as laying down 
the Result with reference to sacrifices.) 

For these reasons, we conelude that the sentences in question lay 
down Actions that are distinct from all previous Actions. 


AaniNaT aH XITI.—[The Avesti bi to the acquisition 
of food.] 


SUTRA TI. iii. 26. AA da 
aki akanta wadia yagi: naki | 
afat ‘Sannidhan, when there is proximity. 2 Tu, pa afm Avibhagit, 
thero is no separation, waia Phalfrthena, for the purpose of pointing out result. 
waua: Punahsrutih, repetition. 
26. When there is proximity, are i is no separation ; 
and hence the second mention is for the mana of pointing 


out another Result.—26. 
COMMENTARY. 

The prosent Adhikarana is introduced by way of a counter instance 
to all the preceding Adhikaranas based upon non-proximity, 

The mention of ‘the Result’ (in the Stra) indicates all pian 
Anupadeyas. And hence the sentences forming the subject-matter of the 
present Adhikarana ave all the following:—(1) Agneyo'stakapdlo bhavati 
ve ebayd anaddyakimam yajayet, or Darsupirnamisdbhydm svargakime 
yajeta segit svisthkritam yet, etc. (mentioning the Result); (2) Sarve 
darsaptirnamdsibhyadm yajeta (mentioning the Place); (3, Pdrnamdsydm 
Paurnomagdyd yajete (mentioning the Time); and (4) Vdvajjivam Dursa- 
paurnamdsdbhydm yajet (mentioning the occasion). 

[The question with regard to these being as to whether the actions 
mentioned are the same as those of the same name mentioned before, or 
they are distinct Actions altogether], we have the following 

Pitrvapaksa,—" Inasmuch as all these sentences lay down certain 
Actions, with reference to 2 particular Result, Place, ete., we conclude, 
in accordance with the foregoing Adhikurana, that these Actions are other 
than those previously mentioned. 

` And in favour of this view, we have the following arguments: 
Inasmuch as there can be no Injunction of that which has already been 
enjoined we would have to take the names of Actions in the sentences 
in question as mere references to the original Actions (of those names)- 
if we do not take the Actions as distinct); and that which is referred to is 
that which is the Uddedy« (that with regard to whick something else is 
laid down) but as a matter of fact, we do not find the Actions (mentioned 
in the sentences) to have the character of the Uddesya. 

Siddhanta.—To the above we make'the following reply: 

The potency of the Injunction varies according as it happens to be 
an originative or an applicatory one. And hence when it is practicable, 
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ve také it as having he Holana of oiky one; but when that is not found 
possible, we accept it as having both. e 

That is to say, in the case in question, we are forced to accept tbo 
same sentence to be au originative as well as an applicatory Injunction. It 
is only when the applicatory Injunction is such that there is no inconsis- 
tency in its pointing to the presence in itself of originative potencies, that 
we take it as having only the applicative potency, with regard to Actions 
whose idea is present in the mind as having been brought about by 
another originative Injunction. But the case of the sentence in question 
not being like this, we have to admit to have the double potency.) 

The use of the present Adhikuruna has been expressed by the 
Bhagya as lying in the fact that, tf the sentence in question refers to the $ 
original Avestt, then, the substance to be offered at the sacrifice performed 
for the acquiring of Food, would be the Agneys cake; while if the Action 
were other than the Avesti, then we would hute some other substance. 

To this, however, some people make the following objection: ‘* Even 
if the Action spoken of in the sentence ‘ Htayt annddyukimum ydjuyet,’ 
were other than the original Avesti then, too, masmuch as the word — 
‘ebuyd’ would point to the fact of this other Action being similar to the 
Avesti, the substance employed at it would ybe the same as that used 
in the Avesti, and no other substance would have to be used.” 

But this question is not quite pertinent. Because so long as it is 
possible for the word ‘ etuyd’ to be taken, as in the case of the sentence 
‘ego jyotis,’ etc. in its direct sense, as referring to the Action to be 
spoken of immediately after it,—it can be rightly taken as indirectly 
indicating similarity. Hence there is nothing incorrect in the assertion 
‘ another substance will have to be used ut the suerifice.’ 

We have found that the Bhdgyo and the Vdrtika lay down six means 
for the differentiating of Actions :—- 

Tn another commentary (by Bhavudása, perhaps) only four such causes 
are mentioned, viz., (1) difference of words, (2) Difference of Names, (3) 
Difference of Accessory Details, and (4) Difference of Result. He has 
included Repetition and Number in Difference of words, and the 
‘ Difference of context,’ ete., in the * Difference of Result, because all that 
the context does is to help the Result. i 

But this appears to be highly objectionable. Because, in the first 
place (Repetition) cannot be included in ‘Difference of Words’; as 
if the word ‘ yajute’ is repeated five times, or any number of times for the 
matter of that, it does noi- become a different word. And when the word 
prijdpatydn is used by way of Ekaseşu as pointing to seventeen Prajapatyas, 
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we do not have so muny different words, as the word, is actually 
found to be one and the same only, in all cases. This is what has been 
explained under Sritra T.i.15, and also in Stro 11.20. And the 
singleness of such objects will be explained later on under Súa VIiii.12. 
Consequently we conclude that in such cases, not being able to 
find other ground for differentiating the actions, the author “of 
this commentary has gratuitously assumed the words to be different, 
even though, as a matter of fact, the word is one and the same, Secondly, 
this author of the commentary has failed to grasp the fact of the 
Result, ete., not being able to differentiate actions when the Context does 
not happen to be diferenta fact that has been shown over and over 
again in the Sdéra just explained (II. iü. 26) and also in Sútra II. ii, 16, 
et sey, And thus we find that though it is the Difference of Context, 
as helped by the mention of the Result that being the cause of non- 
recognition (of an Action asthe other), is the real means of differentiat- 
ing actions,—yet the said commentator has wholly neglected this fact. 
(including the ‘Difference of Context’ in the ‘ Difference of Result’), 
Thirdly, he failed to perceive that it was the * Difference of Result’ 
that was included in the ‘ Difference of Context’ and not vice vers. 

It has been argued by the adherents of this commentator that 
the fact of only four opposities of ground of identity being mentioned in 
the Sttra LI, iv. 9, distinctly points to the fact of the ground of difference 
also being only four. 

But we do not attach any such significance to the Sitra, in the 
present connection; because in the Adhikavane under consideration, we 
find no other means of Differentiation applicable save the Difference 
of Context (which therefore could not be denied as a means of 
Differentiation). 

Hence we conclude that there are six means of Differentiation as 


explained above. 


Adhikarana XIV.—[The Repetition of the Agneya serves 
the purpose of Glorification. | 
SUTRAS II, ili, 27-29. 


maamaa enea Tag vo N 


atiu: Agneyah, the Agneya sacrifice. g Tu, really, selga Uktahetutvat, 
for reasons already explained, waa Abhyâsena, as repeated. saaa Pratiyeta, 


would appear. 


1. 27, 98. 


tra cert aee 


27. The Agneya would appear, as if it were to be i 
Laan because of reasons already explained-—27. ae 
COMMENTARY, EANN 
We find the sentence * Agnes yostakapalo’ umdvdsyaydm bhavati, 
and then again ‘ Agneyostakapalo amåvásyáyám pour pamdsydnchachyuto 
bhavati’ (this latter occurring in the text before the former.) And then 
arises the question as to whether the sare Agneyo that is mentioned in. 
the latter sentence is also mentioned over again in the forner SAREAREN 
or the two Agneyas are distinct actions. 
This conclusion pointed out by the previous Adhiahesebie would be. 
that the two are the same, even though the action is laid down in i 
reference to the particular time of the Amâvasyâ which by itself, | 
is Gnupadeya. ` 
| And against this conclusion we have the following- 
| C Pûrvapakşa.—It has boenshown above that it is only when the 
Repetition is formed to serve no other purpose that it can be taken as 
serving the purpose of differentiating actions, And in this case in question, 
we actually find the repetition serving no other purpose hence we take it . 
to mean that the Agney is to be performed twice over, that is to say, 
the two performances would constitute two distinct actions. 
bs In contradiction to this we have another alternative theory, which 


aterm Avibhâgât, on account of non-differentiation. g Tu, really. mti 
Karmano, of the action. aw: Dvirdkteh, by reason of mere repetition. 4 fatwa 
Navidhiyate, would not be enjoined. 
28. The action not being found to be differentiated, - 
the mere repetition of the same action would not make any 


difference in the action itself.—28. 4 


COMMENTARY, 


In the case of the sentences ‘ Sdmido yajati Bido yajuti,’ ote., it is only 
right that we should take the repetition of ‘ ywati’ as serving the purpose 
of differentiating the actions; because in this case we find the distinct 
repetition of the ‘Sacrifice’ In this case in question, on the other hand, 
the sacrifice has got to be inferred from the relationship of the substance 
(cake) with the Deity Agni (expressed by the word ‘ Agneyu’), And in- 
asmuch as the Deity, as mentioned in the sentence, are found precisely 
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í we bring forward as~- 
Siddhånta (A.) 
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the same as those mentioned in the other, we are led, by the idea of 
those that we had obtained from the previous sentence to conclude that it- 
js the same action that is mentioned in the latter sentence also. 
It might be argued that “the Deity and the substance also are 
distinct in the two cases, But that is not possible; because as a matter 
of fact, they are actually recognized as non-different. If the difference be 
based on the difference of the individuality of substance and the Deity, 
then such difference of individuality would be present also in the different 
_ performances of the same action, On ane 
_ Therefore we conclude that both sentences are optional Injunctions 
of the same Agneys to be performed in the Amdvasyd day. | 
Or according to the law —Yugaputpravrtteryathd syctt saltvadarsanam 
(i.¢., two sentences operating simultanenously we must take them according 
as we find the object mentioned in them), it ig, the same action that is men- 
“tioned by both sentences. And it cannot be definitely ascertained which 
sentence really lays down the action and which is a a mere repetition and 
such meaningless. 
Siddhanta (B) :-— 


ganat at ga: gfe: NRE MN 
mwaa? Anyârthå, serving another purpose. a Va, entirely. graft Punabsrutib, 
repetition. 
29, The repetition serves quite another purpose.——29. 
COMMENTARY, j 
When we proceed to look into the various purposes that are served by 
repetitions, we find that inasmuch as the sentence in question does not 
mention any qualifying accessory, and as Preclusion of the Rest is 
accompanied by a three-fold anomaly, we conclude that it serves the 
purpose of an Arthavddu. And 4s it is not quite clear in the sentence 
itself of what it is an Arthwvdda, it must be taken as that of the Agneys 
itself. 


SECOND ADHYAYA. 


-Fourta PADA. 
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Adhikarana I.—[Treating of the lifelong Agnihotra]. 


“qashRaisema: FAI: THT? We N 


amavis: Yavajjivikah, lifelong. waa: Abhyasah, repetition. ari: Karman 


dharmah, a property of the action. mawa Prakaranat, because of the context. 


1. “ The lifelong repetition is a property of the action — 


because of the context.”—1. 
COMMENTARY. 

[We find the sentences ‘ Ydvajjivumagnihotram juhoti, ‘ Ydvayivan 
Duriaptraumisdbhyim yyets? And with regard to these sentences, there 
arises a question as to whether the mention of ‘ lifelong’ qualifies the 
action, the sentence laying down the lifelong repetition of the action; or 
it serves to lay down a restriction for the performer of the action. That 
is to say, does the sentence lay down the Repetition of the action or only a 
restriction for the agent ? ), 

The relevancy of this Adhikwrana in the present context is thus 
explained by the Vartlka :— 

Just as the causes of difference operate towards the differentiation 
of the forms of action, so also do they operate towards that of 
their performances. Hence with regard to the Agnihotra, ete., qualified 
as thoy are by the mention of ‘lifelong’ there arises the question as to 
whether each of its (daily) performances is a distinct action by itself, or 
all the daily performances go to form a single action, meant to bring 
about a particular desirable end, and the time for whose performance is 
the whole of one’s life. If then, the time—whole of one’s life—were laid 
down as a property of the action, then the mere offering of the morning 
and evening libations in accordance with the injunctions “he should 
offer the morning libation with the mantra ‘Suryo joytih, etc., and 
he should offer the evening libation with the mantra ‘ Agnirjoytih, ete.,— 
woald not be enough to complete the Agnihotra, till the specified time— 
‘life long’—expires; and hence a performance of the Agnthotra would 
come to be made of many daily repetitions ; just as the performance of the 
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J yotistoma is made up of the repetition of the same process with regard 
to each of the many Grahas. If, on the other hand, ‘living’ be taken as 
. the occasion (or cause), with reference to which the sentence lays down 
the action,—then, inasmuch as the occasion would last till the Performer 
lasts, the action comes to he enjoined without any reference to any desir- 
able result; and as such a neglect of the performance being sinful, it 
would be necessary for the man to perform it as long as he lives, either | 
for the fulfilment of his own duty, or for the avoiding of the sin incurred 
by non-performance; and hence in this case the sentence would lay 
/ down a Restriction (or Duty) for the man. And in this case the occasion 
of the Agnibotra performance would be morning and evening together 
with the life of the agent; and hence as this occasion would present 
itself every day, the action would be complete every day also; and hence 
ae complete performance of the Agnihotra would be repeated each day ; ~- 
the performance of each day forming a distinet action. by itself (indepen- 
spt of the other day’s performance). 


On the question, then we have the following— 
Pirvapaksa,—‘1) All the daily repetitions of the Agnihotra form 
a single performance of it; (2) lifelong isa qualification of the action ; 
and (3) the sentence serves to lay down the time. 


Siddhdnta,— 


: agar aires N R 


wet: Kartuh, of the agent, a Va, really, afela Sratisamyogat, be- 
cause of the direct signification of the words. © 
2. It must be taken as a property of the Agent, be- 
cause of the direct signification of the words.—2. 
COMMENTARY, 

The word ‘ Dharmah’ is to be supplied from the preceding Sittra ; 
and hence the proposition laid down by the Siddhdnta is that-—‘It is the 
property of the Agent that is enjoined. This property of the Agent too is 
binding, and does not depend upon his own sweet will. 

Because in our interpretation of the sentence, both the words— 
“Vavajjivam and the verb ‘ jukoti’—retain their direct signification ; while 
“in your interpretation, they will have to be taken in their indirect indicated 
“meanings. 

That is to say, in our-theory, it is by direct signification that the word 
“Vévajjivam’ denotes the life-time of the agent as the occasion (for the 
Action) ; and inthe Verb ‘ juhoti’ and ‘ yajati’ also, it is only directly that 


ne affix Kighifes s the Brv as egal Wy thb Root-meaning. And Henne 
our inter pretation is quite in keeping | with the direct signification of both — 
these words. In your interpretation, on the other hand, life-time not being — 
capable of directly qualifying the action) indicates the time, and the verbs 
also would indicate Repetition ;—then again, that wherein the Injunction 
ends, is aceepted as the object of that Injunction j-~hence it will be neces- 
sary for you to reject the direct denotations of the words ‘Jiva’ and the 
verb, and make Time and Repetition the objects of the Injunction ; and 
thus your Injunction comes to be based upon indirect Indication. 


In both cases, in consideration of what is directly expressed by the 
words of the Vedic texts, we reject what is implied by the context, and 


conclude that the sentences in question lay down the Homa (of the 
Agnihotra) and the Yoga (of the Daria-Pirnamisa) with reference to 
the life-time,—and that they lay down a property of the performer. 


fagana aad R sma Fae, aad. ‘ 
HAA Std ts N W 


fegepiara Lingadarsanât, because we find indicative words. = Cha, alia. 


wie Karmadharme, if the property pertained to the Action. fe Hi, because. oN 


wets Prakramena, by beginning, Rela Niyamyeta, would be completed. 
wa Tatra, then, mwg Anarthakam, meaningless, waa. Anyat, another, era 
SyAt, would be. 

B. Because v we find indicative words to the same effect. 
if the time pertained to the action, the action onee begun 
would take up the whole time and the other Injunction would 
become meaningless-—-3. 

COMMENTARY, 

We have the text—‘ Api hava esa svargdllokichchhidyate yat... amâ- 
visyam paurnamastm atipdtayet ; and by atipatti here is meant trans- 
gression, 

The time for the Darsa Pirnamdsa of which the Agnihotra forms an 
integral factor, according to you, is the whole lifetime; and certainly 
no transgression of that time is possible. Because if the performance of a 
certain action is begun at the prescribed time, it is admitted that the time 
has not been transgressed. And certainly one who is a ° performer of the 
Darsa Pirnamdsa’ could never have allowed its prescribed. time (his 
lifetime) to lapse without having begun its performance ; because if 
he were todie without having begun it, he would not be a performer of 
the Darsa Padrnamdsa, If by transgression were meant ‘ non-completion 
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during the dal tiime” eh 100, inahoki as ae (oa gabia i 
could be ascertained only after the death of the performer, the laying 
down of the Expiatory Rite (for such aaa nina would e wholly 
au per Aluous. 

‘In accordance with our theory, on the other hand, faigat as 
the beginning as well as the completion of the Darsa Parnumdsa is laid 
down for every month during the lifetime of the performer, it is possible 
that there may be transgression of that particular day of the month 
(omission of performance on that day; and hence too it would be quite 
possible for the aiai to ene the aap) rite ‘after that 
date has elapsed. 


sada alate arate: arg ugu 


stat’ Vyapavargam, completion. *Cha, also. aiafà Dardayati, speaks of ara; 
Kalah, time. q Ohet, if. wa; Karmavedah, Minsk, oy of action, ‘ra Syât, should 
be 
4. We have a text that speaks of the gopi et of 
the Action. If there is time, the performances of the Action 
‘should he distinet.—4., | 


We have the sentence ‘Darsa Parnamdsdbhydmistvd somena yujeta. 
Now, if all the lifelong repetitions were to constitute a single per- 
formance of the Darsa Pérnamdsa, then, for reason shown above, 
the Soma sacrifice would have to be performed only after all the repe- 
titions had been finished; and (as these would be finished only after 
the death of the performer) the dead person could not perform the Soma 
Sacrifice. If, on the other hand, there is time for the performance of 
the Soma sacrifice (after the completion of the Daréa Parnamdsa.’ This 
non-filling up of the whole lifetirae is found to be possible, only if the 
‘lifetime’ is taken asa property of the Performer ; because in that cage, 
each monthly performance of the Darsa Pdrmamdsais a distinet action 
by itself. Thus then the latter part ofthe Stra means that if there 
is time left by the performance of Daria Parnumdsa for the performance 
of the Soma sacrifice, then each performance of the Daria Piirnamdsa 
should be a distinct action, as held by us. 


The latter part of the Sééra is also capable of another interpretation. 
If the whole lifetime be laid down as the time for the performance of 
the Darsa Pirnamdsa, then the Soma sacrifice as well as all other actions 
that may be laid down for the man, would be performed in the midst 
of the Darsa Pérnamdsa ; and in that case inasmuch as all these other 
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notions would break up the continuity of the lifelong extensive 
Daria—Phrnomdsa the assertion ‘ Darsa--Pûrnamásabhyámistvá ( having 
performed the Darsa Parnamdsa) would be wholly incompatable and 
further, this interpretation, of the Darsa Padrnamdsa would constitute 
the improper procedure deprecated in such sentences as ‘he falls 
off from heaven, who perverts the sacrifice’ and the like. 


Tor these reasons also we cannot take the sentence in question as 
laying down the time. 


sarang wa ATTN KU 
afena Anityatvat, on account of non-binding character. 4 Tu, really, # Na 
not, wa Evam, so, «ma Syat, could be. t 
5. Because of the non-binding character of the action 
(according to you) it could not be so.—6. uy 
‘ i COMMENTARY. 

We have already shown that in order to take the word ‘ Ydvajjivam’ 
as laying down time, it would be necessary to have recourse to indirect 
Indication. And now we proceed to show that even if we allow the 
indication, the action not having a binding character, it could not be so. That 
is to say, that alone can bespoken of as pointing toa definite pointof — 
time which is sure to appear, and always in connection with that porat 
of time; As for instance, the Amdavasy’ is pointed out as the day in 
which the moon is not visible but there is no such single thing that invari- 
ably marks the end of the life-time of all living beings; and hence this 
life-time is not capable of being definitely pointed out by means of 
anything, thus then the time (life-time) being wholly indefinite being 
ascertainable only if it actually happens, it must be taken as mentioned by 
way of an occasion for the performance of the Agnihotra, ete. 


Aran giaa n & n 


am: Virodhah, incongruity, wf Chépi, also. tat Pûrvavat, as before. 
6. There is also incongruity as before.—6. 


COMMENTARY. 

If ‘lifelong’ is a restriction, qualifying the agent, it could not be 
applied to the subsidiary sacrifices, as it is only that, which pertains to the 
principal sacrifice that is implied in the subsidiary——-as we shall show 
later on ; and if the word were taken as laying down the time for the 
sacrifice, it would be relegated to the subsidiaries also (and then the 
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feast 


L 


os 


YA. 


Subsidiary sacrifices, the Suurya, ete., also would come to be performed 
throughout one’s life, which is not desirable even for the Parvapakst). 


+ $ fi 
agg Afama mae afai era l S N 
wel: Kartuh, to theagent, g Tu, if. wea Dharmaniyamat, restriction 
of character. mamei Kalagdstram, time injunction, fet Nimittam, occasion, — 
ema SyAt, would be. 
w 7. Ifthe restriction pertained to the performer the 
time injunction would be taken as mentioning the occa- 


sion,—7. 


f COMMENTARY. 

What js said in this Stra being analogous to what has been said in 
Siitra 4, the Vartika has given three explanations :— 

(1) ‘This Sûtra being the last of the Adhikarana rightly recapitu- 
lates what has been said before. 

(2) It may be that though the author of the Sitra has already said 
that the Restriction in question is a property of the Performer,—-yet he 
has not yet shown what, in that case, would be done with the word 
‘VY Avajtvam,’ and hence he now declares that the word can be taken 4s 
mentioning the occasion. 

Or it may be that the Stra replies to the question“ In regard to 
the Agnihotrs and the Dursa Parnumisa inasmuch as we have the 
mention of the word ‘Ydvajivam’ we could take lifelong as the 
occasion, but how can that be the occasion for the Animal sacrifice, the 

Soma sacrifice and the Chuturmdsya sacrifice ?” The sense of the Sútra thus 
is that even in the case of these latter, the prescription of time, mentioned 
repeatedly, would serve to point out the life-time as the occasion ;—-‘ the 
said prescription being in the form of the sentence ‘Vasunte vasunte 
jyotisa, ete” This sentence does not lay down the time for the perform- 
ance of any optional sacrifice because an optional sacrifice, depending 
for its performance upon one’s whim, and as such being only subsidiary, 
it could not be spoken of as to be performed in every spring. Then as for 

the Necessary Binding Sacrifice, if that were to be performed but once, - 
in any one Spring, the repetition of ‘Vasante’ would be wholly useless. 
Nor is there any ground for limiting its performance to only a certain 
number of Springs, consequently we must conclude that the Injunction 
means that the sacrifice is to be performed in every Spring that might 
occur during the lifetime of the Performer. And as for the Locative in 
“Vusunte’ that too points to Vasanta being the occasion, just as it does in 
‘the case of the word ‘bhinne’ in ‘bhinne juhoti. It is for these reasons 


iv oe | 


ai time Si en restriction "ph the sa Re it must be taken as 
laying down the Occasion. Thus it is too that the necessary and binding | 
character of the Animal sacrifice, the Sema sacrifice and the Chaturmdsya 
sacrifice becomes established. 
Adhikarana IT.—{The action mentioned in different 
Rescension texts is the same). 
SUTTRAS II. iv. 8-82, 


“are wages | amA 
TAA HATA MATA MAAN RAAT: STA EN 


ama Nama, name, 1 Rapa, form, wifi Dharmavisega, particular 
‘details. gifa Punarikti, repetition. fre a deprecation. wifi Asakti, 
incapability. maie SamAptivachanam, mention of completion. afer Prâys- 
chitta, expiatory rites. mamà Anyartha, distinct purposes. bma Dardandt, 
because we find, maray SAkhantaresu, when the texts belong to distinct 
rescensions, wA: Karmabhedah, difference of action. era Syat, should be. 


8. ‘ When the texts belong to distinct Rescensions, the 
actions must be distinct; because we find (differences in) 
(1) the name, (2) the form, (3) the particular details ;--and 
because of (4) Repetition, (5) Deprecation, (6) Incapability, 
(7) Mention of completion, (8) Expiatory Rites, and (9) 
Distinct purposes,”—8. 


i COMMENTARY. 

{ There are various Rescensions of the Veda; and it is found that 
the same action is very often mentioned in all these texts ; then there 
arises the question as to whether all these actions are one and the same, 
or isevery one of them distinct from the rest]. 

The present Adhikarana is taken up with a view to show that there 
are no grounds for the Differentiation of Actions except those already 
dealt with. And hence we proceed to bring forward certain other 
grounds of difference, and then demolish them; and then we shall show 
also, in course of the discussion, that every one of the grounds herein 
mentioned is included in one of those that have been already dealt with. 
inthe previous Adhtkaranas. 

On this question we have the following 

Péirvapaksa,—The action mentioned in each Rescensional text is 
that it is distinct ; to say, the Agnihotra mentioned in the Katha Rescension 
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sdistinct from the Agnihotra mentioned in the Taittirtya Rescension ; for 
the following reasons :— ie en 

1. On account of the Difference of Name: for instance we find people 
declaring that such and such a thing is found mentioned in connection 
with the Kdthaka Agnihotra and that in connection with the T'aittirtya 

Agnihotra (which showed that the two Agnthotras are district, one being 
called the Kdthaka and another the Taittiriys). [Here too the differen- 
tiating agency is that of Name, which is equivalent to ‘Sabddntara f 
dealt with in Sâtra Ilii.l. J. 

2, On account of the Difference of Form, for instance, in one text 
the cake dedicated to Agni Soma is said to he ‘ ekddasakapdla’ while in an- 
‘other it is said to be ‘dwédasakapdla.’ In this case also, inasmuch as the 
“eleven? and ‘ twelve’ are not capable of being exchanged, in the way that 
we find in the case of the numbers ‘eight’ and ‘twelve’ with regard to the 
Vaisivdnara or in that of the Amiksd and the Vajina—the differentiating 

agency is that of the accessory (and this has been fully dealt with in Iii). 

; 3. Ön account of the diference of sacrificial details, for instance, 
the Taittiriyas, in connection with the Káriri sacrifice, lay down eating on 
the ground, while those belonging to other Rescensions do not do so; so 
also while in connection with Agni sacrifice some lay down the carrying of 
the water-pot of the tutor, while others do not; and in connection with 
the Aévamedha, some lay down that the sacrifices should present 
grass to the Horse, while others do not lay this down, And in all these 
cases, the differentiating agencies are those of the eating on the ground, 
carrying of the water-pot, and the presenting of the grass -all of which | 
are mere sacrificial accessories, but taking the place of the method of the 
sacrifice, these have been mentioned apart from the former accessories, 
which are wholly outside the performance. 

4. On account of Repetition, i.e., if the same action were mentioned 
in all the Rescensional texts, there would be many useless repetitions. 
In this cage differentiating agency is that of ‘ Repetition’ (and has been 
dealt with under Sûtra 11.1.2). 

5. Qn account of Deprecation, for instance : some people deprecate 
the offering of the morning libations before sunrise, while others deprecate 
the offerings of the same after sunrise. ln this case also, the differentiat- 

“ing agency is that of the time, which is only an Accessory. 

6. On account of Incapability. In this case also the differentiating 
agency is that of the Accessory, because all that is meant is that all the 
various details mentioned in connection with the action, in the several 
texts, could not possibly be performed at the single performance of the 


RRA AN A ga. 8, 9. 


rr nner a ae 


ee and consequently, the | action Minat be taken as distinct in 
each text. 

7. On account of the difference i in Genblenon : In that case also, 
that the differentiation is done by the Accessory ; ; because what is meant 
by that the upholders of one text declare ‘ our Agni sacrifice is complet- 
ed here, and not there, as in the Agni sacrifice of the other people’ and 
this would not be possible if there were a single Agni sacrifice. 


8. On account of the laying down of distinct Expiatory Rites : 
Though this is included in ‘Deprecation’ yet it is brought forward sepa- 
rately ; because the mere deprecation of the time (before or after sunrise) 
might be explained as pointing to both times being optional alternatives 
for the same action ; hence what is meant by the bringing forward of the 
mention of Expiatory Rites is that if the two times were mere optional 
alternatives, none of them would be faulty ; as a matter of fact, inasmuch 
as oxpiatory rites are laid down in connection with both, both would he 
faulty, which could not be if the action were the same, Hence the action 
must be regarded as distinct. 


9. On account of the perception of distinct pur poses being 
served in the direction that if the sacrificer happens to be previously 
initiated, he should employ the Atirâtræ of the Brikatsdma; because the 
Rathantara Soma will have been already employed at the previous. initia- 
tion; while if he does not happen to have been previously initiated, he 
should employ the athantara Soma. tn the Téndaka, however, we have it 
distinctly laid down that the Jyotistoma is the very first of the sacrifices to 
be performed. And the uncertainty of precedence spoken of in the previ- 
ous direction would be possible only if the Jyetistoma mentioned in the 
latter sentence were other than Jyotistomu occurring in the same text 
with the former sentence. For, if all the Jyotistomu were one and 
the same, then inasmuch asin accordance with the Tándaka direction 
in the case of all texts, it would always be the Jyotistoma that would be 
performed first, the sacrificer would always have been initiated for the 
Jyotistoma, the said mention of uncertainty—‘ if he be not initiated’ 
—would be wholly incompatible ; as no sacrificer would ever be found to 
be uninitiated. 


Siddhanta.— 
° KA ~ *, 
mh a AAEE RATA We Ul 
vk Ekam, one, ar VA, only, Wima agendaa Samyogarûp Chodanakhyavisesat, 


because of the non-difference of Connection, form, Injunction and Name, 


X 


9, The action is one only ; bevalee Ne ithe non-differ- 
ence of (1) Connection, (2) Form, (8) Injunction and (4) 
a 


COMMENTARY, 

That is to say, the identity of actions, recognized by means of their 
Names, Forms and Accessories, does not disappear even when they happen 
to be mentioned in various Rescensional texts. 

The Bkdsya says: ‘Phe action spoken of in all texts, or in all Bráh- 
manas, is one and the same. The sense of the phrase in all Brahmanas 
is that the same is the case even when the action appears in the various 
Brahmanas of the same Veda, As for instance, when the J yotistoma and 
the Dvddasdha sacrifices are mentioned in the Parichavinsa and the 
Sddvinsa Bréhmanas of the Sdma-veda, 

(1) ‘By ‘Connection’ is meant the connection of the Result, as that 
is the chief factor in the relationship, (2) By ‘Forms’ are meant the 
Deity and the (material), as being the most nearly related, (3) By ‘ In- 
_ junction’ is meant that which partakes of the Root-meaning as well as the 

Bhavana, (4) And lastly, by Name are meant Jyotistoma and the like 
which are found to be exactly the same in all texts. Thus then, there 
being so many reasons for recognizing the action to he the same, we cannot 
but admit its identity in all texts specially as we do not find any rea- 
son for taking it as different. 

a Atal eqreateatrartarg N geo Ul 


4 Na, not. are NAmna, by name. ma SyAt, would be. warrn Achodand- 
vidhfnatvat, because the names do not speak of actions, 

10. Difference could not be established by the names 
in question because the names do not speak of actions.—10. 

COMMENTARY. 

Even if ‘ Kathaka’ and ‘ Kalapaka’ were the names of actions, then 
too, inasmuch as these do not occur in the originative Injunction of the 
actions, they could not serve to distinguish one action from another. 
As a matter of fact, however, they are not the names of actions at all ; 
hecause by the law that ‘it is not right to accept a multiplicity of mean- 
ings,’ the names belong to the books, and it is Mdirectly through. 
these that they are applied to the actions (treated of in these books). 


anrr TATA We N 
gist Sarvesim, of all. = Cha, also. tra Ayekakarmyam, one action, enq 
Syat, would be. 
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(If the name belong to actions) all actions would 
become one.—11. 
. COMMENTARY. 

The differentiation of the cause is generally found to bring about the 
differentiation of the effect. Hence inasmuch as the name ‘ Kathdka’ is 
one only, all actions —Agnihotra and the rest—mentioned in that text, 
would come to be taken as one (if the name belonged to the actions), 

Though the reasoning herein advanced partakes of the nature 
of the Faulty Apparent Inconsistency (vide Nydya Sittras, V.i.21), because 
there is no actual invariable concomitance between the conclusion (oneness 
of actions) and the Reason (oneness of Name)-—yet the Siddhdnti has 
purposely brought forward a faulty argument, as a proper reply to the 
Pirvapalssa, which is based upon fallacious arguments through and 
through because a faulty rejoinder is always allowable against faulty 
arguments (vide Nydya Sitras, V.i389, et seq). 


Hae AVIA ti 22 N 


ai Kritakam, coined. = Oha also, afar Avidhanam, name. 


12. The name is one that has been coined.—-12. 
COMMENTARY. 

it has been shown under Stra 1.1.30, that the names Kathaka 
and the like are coined ones; and certainly such recently coined names 
could not very well differentiate the eternal actions. 

That is to say, though on account of the eternality of the class 
Kathaka, the word ‘ Kathaka’ is an eterna! one,—yet it is a universally 
recognised fact that the word was applied as a name to the Vedic 
text, solely on account of the fact of that particular text having been 
taught, pre-eminently, by the teacher named ‘Katha.’ And there 
is no doubt that it is not the action that is taught but the Verbal text; 
and henee the name not applying to actions, it could not differentiate 


them. 
TRASA WA 88 N 


vara? Ekatve, even when it is one. af Api, also. wa Param, diversity. 
13. Even a single action has diverse forms.—13. 
COMMENTARY, 
Mere difference in such details as the number of Kapdias, cannot 
establish a difference between actions; because so long as there is 
absolutely no difference in the Kapéla itself, that in its number is an 


EE N detail, Hence we conclude that the two numbers—Eleven 
and T'welve—are optional alternative accessories with regird to the 


same action, 


Raai ara ee N 


Rami Vidyaydm, pertaining to the science. enn Dharmaddstram, injune- 

_ tion of the detail. ‘as 
COMMENTARY. 

As for the difference in the sacrificial details, several of these are 
mentioned in the various texts, simply by way of showing all that has 
to be learnt about the sacrifices, and not as laying down something to 
be actually carried into practice at the performance. 


ATATIA” ew N 


miwa Agnoyavat, as in the case of Âgneya. mtra Punarvachanam, there 
would be repetition. 

15. “There will be a repetition as in the case of 
the Agneya.—15.” 
COMMENTARY. 

This Sdtra may be taken either as reiteration of the Pérvupalsa 
argument—-that many repetitions of the same action would be useless, — 
or as expluining the repetitions of the same action, as resembling that 
of the Agneya; the sense of the latter explanation being that the Re- 
petition serves the distinct purpose of glorifying the action (and as 
such there is incongruity in it) (vide Sûtra I.iii.29). 


agigi ar gimda N e N 


aami Adyurvachanam, there is no repetition, a Va, however, afearuiaura 
Krutisamyogâvisesåt, there being no difference in the method of declaration. 

16. As a matter of fact, however, there is no repeti- 
tion as there is no difference in the method of declaration. 
==16. 

COMMENTARY, 

The word ‘Vå?’ in the Sûtra serves to reject the explanation just 
given in the second interpretation of the foregoing Sûåtra, And the 
reason for this rejection is that a Repetition is taken as serving other 
minor purposes, only under two conditions: viz., (1) when the Repetition 
consists in another mention of the action only; and (2) when there 
are two objects of Injunction, in a single sentence. In the case in 
question, however, none of these two couditions are present; because 


ve find that the Repetition is one of the Primary Action itself U 
with all its details T procedure, ete. This is what the Bhdsya under- i 
stands by the word ‘ Šrutisamyogåvišeşa, in the Sitre. 

But the Stra is capable. of also another interpretation, as falawns 
As a matter of fact, there is no Repetition in the case in question ; one 
sentence is known asa ‘ Repetition’ of the other, only when both occur 
in the text of the same Rescension; while. in the case in question, we find 
that the mention of the action is found in distinct texts of the Kathaka, 
ete., and that too only once in each text. 

Tn accordance with the law spoken of before that one man can read 
the text of only one Rescension, one who has read of the Agnihotra men- 
tioned in the text of the Kath Rescension, does not know of that which is 
mentioned in that of the T'aittiriya Rescension ; or even if he happens to 
know it, inasmuch as he has all necessary knowledge of the Agnihotra 
from the text of his own (Kathu) Rescension, he takes its mention in the 
other Rescension to be meant for those professing that Rescension; and: 
hence he does not look upon it as a mere fruitless repetition. Similarly, 
does the professor of each particular Rescension treat of the text of other 
Rescensions. And every one of these professors equally recognizes the 
Agnihotra as mentioned in a single text (this is what is meant by the non- 
difference inthe method of declaration). Nor is there any order of sequence 
among the various Rescensions ; by which it could be ascertained that it 
is by the text of any one of them that the Agnihotra is originally spoken of 
and those found in the rest are mere repetitions. To this effect it has 
been declared elsewhere: ‘Inasmuch as all Rescensions have a simul- 
taneous existence, no one of them can be Jooked upon as a repetition of the 
other ; specially as there is no order of sequence in which the various 
Rescensions are to be studied, as there is inthe study of the various portions 
of a single Rescension.’ 

Consequently, even in the case of the mention of an action in a 
single text, if that very mention (of the same text) happens to be repeated 
at another time, for the sake of another person, such mention is not taken 
to be a mere useless repetition,—and the reason for this is that the persons 
a (dressed are different in the two cases ; so would it also be in the case of 
the mention of the Action in various texts. 


aaTaaaTS U L FN 


anmiana Vaikyasamvayat. 
16A. Because of the non-inherence of texts.--16A. 


y 
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alain tha eadarainn in miae tani rem 


Me As a matter of fact the texts of two Reseensions can 
never be retained in the mind of the same person. 
This Sdtra has dropped out of the Bhdgya ; but is explained in the 


Vartikd. 

Oo ARARA 99 N 

ai Artha, Purpose, ifr Asannidhescha, on account of non-proximity. 
| 17. Also because of the non-proximity of-the purpose. 

—— 17, aay 
| COMMENTARY. f 

The various texts aro known as the ‘Branches’ of the Veda tree, 
simply on account of their containing certain points of the same kindin 
the shape of actions, just like the many branches of the same tree. 

‘That is to say, if the action mentioned in. the various Rescensional 
texts differed from one another, there inasmuch as the very roots (actions) 
would be distinet, on account of the facts of flowers and fruits—in the shape 
of the results of actions-—being different from the very beginn ing, we would 
speak of the texts as ‘distinct Vedas’ and not as t distinct Reseensions, 
lor branches). On the other hand, when the roots in the shape of actions 
and the stems in the shape of Injunctions are the same, the only difference 
would be in the details of procedure, ete., which would be difference in the 
number of fruits and flowers on the various branches of the tree ; and as 
such from the similarity of the tree it is right that the different texts 
should be spoken of as so many different ‘Branches’ or (Rescensions.) 

The Sútra may also be taken as meeting the aforesaid objection with 
regard to Repetition. The sense would then be that, we take that to 
be a case of Repetition, where what has been spoken of once is approximate 
to the same man to whom it had been previously addressed. In the case 
in question, however, we find that, that which. is mentioned in one text 
is not approximate to the person professing a different text. 


a Ag of fret ues tt 


aa Na Cha, nor. w Ekam, one, xf Prati, for. Rre Sisyate, is enjoined, 
18. Nor is the action in one text enjoined for one 
class of Brahmans only.—18. 
COMMENTARY. 
‘This Såtra takes it for granted that the actions are different. The 
sense of the Sútru is that even when the actions differ in their accessory 
details, those subsidiary accessories that are mentioned along with the 


> 
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original Injunctive sentence, being laid down only as with reference to : 
the Agnihotra, ete., come to be recognised as meant for all persons (pros 
fessing all texts), and as such to be necessarily procured; and hence it 
follows that in matters of susidiary accessories, we should not rest 
contented with our own particular text. Nor do we find a single author 
of the Kalpasdiras confining himself within his own particular Rescen- 
sion; and for this reason also, we cannot ascertain all the details of any 
sacrifice from out of one particular text only. 

This as regards subsidiaries; as regards the primaries also, inas- 
much as the names of actions (Kdthaka and the like) are not capable of | 
specifying the sacrifices as one professing any particular Rescension, 
the Injunctions of these primaries (in whatever text) must be taken as 
laying down these actions for all who may be desirous (of obtaining the 
result following from these actions); and hence the actions mentioned 
in all the texts appear before each one of the performers, Then inas- 
much as all these (Agnikotras, for instance) lead to the same result, they 
could not all be performed conjointly and the result having beon 
accomplished by means of anyone of these all the rest would become 
useless. If they be explained as serving the purpose of optional alter- 
natives, then it would be far more reasonable to accept the texts themselves 
as optional alternatives, 


aa Gra uke N 


amita SamAptivat, accompanied by the mention of completion. Cha, algo, 
tn Sampreksa, assertion, 


19. Also because there is the assertion speaking of 
“ completion.,”’—19, 
COMMENTARY. 

If the sacrifices (Agnikotra for instance) mentioned in various texts, 
were distinct actions, then each of them would be completed, first it would 
happen to bementioned in its own text, then we could not have such 
assertions as ‘Our Agnihotra sacrifices does not end hero’ (this could 
be possible only when the speaker recognised the Agnihotra that is 
being performed to be the sameas that mentioned in his own text). 
“The Anvdrohas are the mantras in connection with the Sthaldrohana, 
and it is with these that the sacrifice. is finished by the professors of 
the Maitraydnt Rescension ; but our sacrifice does not end there,’—such 
assertions of the learners of Veda distinctly show that even students, 


apart from the sacrificers, recognise the actions to be the same. 
14 


before and after sunrise would show would be that the two theories are 


varies with each individual ; and it is equally uncertain with regard to 


texts, while there are others that are not capable of performing even 
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pletion is quite explicable.—20. 
COMMENTARY. 
(1) All that. the mutual deprecation of the offering being made 


optional alternatives. Even according to your theory, you admit the 
Result of such offerings to be alternatives. 
(2) Similarly as for the Incapability or capability of persons, it 


the details laid down in all texts, as well as with regard to’ thoso 
mentioned in one text only (ie. there are men who are quite capable of 
duly carrying out all the minute details mentioned in all the various 


those mentioned in one text only), and after all there is not much 
difference between the details mentioned in the various texts. 

(8) As for the declaration of completion, or otherwise that depends 
upon what the speaker may have learnt, and hence that does not estab- 
lish a difference between actions. 


grafard ARMAT re M 


sive Prdyaschittam, expiatory rite. fafaa Nimittena, occasion. 
91. Then as for the mention of the occasion for ex- 
piatory rites.—21. | 


COMMENTARY. 

This Sätra recalls for the purpose of refuting it what has been 
urged by the Parvapakst under (8) of Sütra 8, in connection with the 
laying down of distinct expiatory rites for the actions concerned. This 
Parvapakga argument is met in the next sûtra. 


TEAT at AANT RR w 


sma Prakramat, in accordance withthe method started with, a Vå, really. 
fmia Niyogena, would be controlled. 
22. The application of the expiatory rites would be 
controlled m accordance with the method started with.--22. 


“IV PADA, II ADHIKARANA, Sit, 22; 23, 24. G 


i _ COMMENTARY. 

-Tn all cases of alternative procedure, one can start with his perform- 
ance distinctly in accordance with one method of procedure only; and. 
hence, if subsequently he happens to leave ‘off the dotails of that method, 
and takes up those of another, he commits a distinctly: wrongful infringe- 
ment ; and thereby renders himself liable to expiatory rites; and thus the 
mere mention of expiatory rites does not necessarily show that any, or 
both, methods is objectionable or inacceptable by any performer. 


eae: girata vara AAA N R3 N 
wifi: Samåptih, completion, våra Pûrvavatvåt, because depending upon 
what has gone :hefore. wma Yathâjňyâto, according to what wo know, mè 
Pratiyeta, should be accepted. ' 
23. Inasmuch as the completion depends ‘upon what 
has gone before, we accept it in accordance with our own 


knowledge.—-23. 
COMMENTARY, 


We have shown under sútra (19) that the mention of completion is 
compatible with both the unity and diversity of actions, But, inasmuch 
as the assertion of completion is always in accordance with what the 
speaker might know, it serves to establish the unity of action ; yand the 

reason for that assertion is that itis regulated by what has edn done 
before in the beginning, 

Or the sátra might mean that, inasmuch as ‘all verbal usage 
depends upon its previous acceptance by people, we could concludé that 
the ‘completion’ spoken of is what we actually find to be. And for this, 
we often find that even when the action has not been completed, as soon 
as the details mentioned in one text have all been performed, ‘the pro- 
fessors of that text declare ‘Our this’ sacrifice ends here’; and ‘hence 
there is no incompatibility in this. assertion (with our theory). 


Raae ada ax ad aera 
STEMESMSTISTTATEAT tl 22 Ul 


fp Lingam, indicative word, ‘wafafe’ Avicistam, equally applicable, sara 
Sarvasegatvat, because pertaining to all, afe Nahi, nor, aa Tatra, in the 
toxt, waver Karmachodand, injunction of another action. mem Tasmét, there- 
fore. gager DvAdagahasya, of the Dvâdasa sacrifice. arenan: Aharakhyapdesah, 

incongruity in the performance, ema Syat, would be. — 
94. The indicative words are equally applicable to 


both views—because the mention (of the Jyotistoma as the 


PORVAMMUANas.st'rnAs, 1 ADRYAYA. | Cr 


a enee saanane a ae 


very first to be performed) pertains to all Cake Anwlon) nor 
does the text enjoin another Jyotistoma; therefore there 
would (in both cases) be an incongruity in ae performance 
of the Dvadasaha, 
| COMMENTARY. 
_ This meets an objection urged by the Púrvapakst me Text p. 198, 
line 26), 


Tho presence of uninitiated sacrifices at the Dvddasdha is equally 
incongruous, for both of us. Because what the Tandaka lays down is the 
- fact of the Jyotistoma mentioned in all texte being always the first to bo 
performed. Nor does the Tåndaka enjoin a distinct Jyotigtoma of its 
own with regard to which alone it would lay down that restriction. Thus 
then the restriction applying to the Yajurvedis also, and hence the said 
incongruity being found to be present in both theories, both of us should 
explain the clause in question as meaning that ‘if the sacrificers happen 
to be initiated or not initiated for the Dvddasdha.’ And hence on this 
point there is no difference between our theories, 


aa aralieaena Ariasen era Piare- 
ataga ama freargare: A N 8% N 


a Dravyo, w “ith regard to substance, = Oha, and, aimara Achoditvat, 
not being enjoined, Maat Vidhindm, of injunctions, warmem Avyavasthd, indef- 
niteness, |a Sy&t, would be, fn Nirdesat, by being pointed out, aafaa 
Vyavatistheta, would become woll defined, ewa Tasmât, therefore, fearan: 
NityAnuvadah, everlasting description, ea SyAt, would be. 

25.. (The measuring of the Vedi) not being enjoined 
with regard to any substance, the injunctions would he 
indefinite ; while when itis pointed out, they become defined, 
and hence it would be taken as an everlasting description. 
25, 

COMMENTARY, 
This meets an objection urged by the Pdrvapakst (Va. Text 
p. 199, line 8). 

It has been argued akore (Sdbara Bhdsya, p. 199, line 8, et seg.) that 
there could be no mention of the measuring of the Paksa and the Vedi (if 
the action were the same). And to this we make the following reply :— 

That is to say, the sentence ‘yat paksasémmitam,’ ete., appears in 
the wako of the Injunction (there is but one post, and eleven animals), 


re ADA, a ADHIKARAŞA, SA. 25, 26. ST, i 


a. it means that as at the Bhadesing there would be a deal of trouble, 
ifany of the two measures mentioned were accepted, it is far better to 
have only one post. And as for the measuring of the puksu, as it is one 
that has never been enjoined, it must be taken as always appearing as 
a mere description; and the Injunction of the measuring by the Vedi 
also only serves as a praise, showing the superior excellences of a single 
Sacrificial post. And as for the measuring by the ‘eyes’ of the chariot, 
it would he done at that sacrifice, in connection with which the Bkddasini 
is laid down; and assuch there would be no incompatibility. In the 
case in question, however, the measur ing by the Vedi appears as the 
object of Injunction, by means of praise; and as such we cannot very 
well take it as eulogising anything else. Consequently it must be con- 
eluded that the ‘measuring by the pkgs which is not enjoined is a. 
mere description for the sake of praising the ‘measuring by the Vedi.’ 
And as, in regard to the Agni sacrifice, this ‘ measuring by the Vedt, 
would be the most authoritative, on account of its being mentioned in 
the same context,--—the Injunction of the ‘measuring by the eyes of the 
chariot,’ being thus freed from the primary Agni sacrifice, would betake 
itself to its subsidiaries, 

The sútra may be taken as follows: If the measuring with the 
Vedi were not laid down with regard to a substance, then there would be 
no restriction with regard to the measuring of the Pakga, ete., all of which 
would be (equally) implied and that would be set aside by the direct 
mention of the ‘measuring by the eyes of the chariot.’ In the case in 
question, however, it is not so ; and hence there is no contradiction. 


Aikana SRRA: ETA N RA N 


anea Vihitpratişedhât, on account of the prohibition of what. is en- 
joined, wà Pakge, optional. aaa: Atirekah, excess. ma Syât, would be, 


26. On account of the injunction and prohibition of 


the same thing the excess would be optional.—26. 

This sûtra meets one of the objections urged in the Bhdgya, p. 19 

line 17. ; 
COMMENTARY. 

One text lays down the holding of the Sodasî at the Atirátrá ; 
while another prohibits it; and hence its holding or not holding being 
both optional, when it is not held there would be an oxcess of two hymns 
only ; when however it is held, the excess comes to be three, because in this 
latter case, there are two Rik verses added to the group of twenty-one, and 
in this way we do not find any contradiction between the texts concerned, 


BY i i ESN) 
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acer amanaia aae eead aa aea tet a a apr? mI 


aad ARAA RREI N RO tt 
ae Sârasvato, in the Sarasvata sacrifice, fafatam Vipratigedhat, on ac- 
count of prohibition. ax xfa Yadaiti, the conditional ‘if’. wre Syaét, should 
be added. ; . 
27. In the Sarasvata sacrifice on account of the pro- 
hibition the sentence should be taken with a conditional 


‘if’ —27. 


. COMMENTARY. 

This meets the objection urged by the Pérvapakst in the Bhdgya, 
p. 199, line 22. Asin regard to the Såârasvatå sacrifice just as. in the 
case of the Dvddasdha shown above, the, previous performance of the 
Jyotistoma would be found necessary for both of us (disputants), both 
of us should explain the sentence concerned as follows :— 

‘If in the case of the performance falling in the bright fortnight 
of the month ending with Patirnamdst the sacrificers happen to be Puro- 
diésing then they should fast; whereas if in the case of the performance 
falling within the dark fortnight ending with Amdvasyd, tho sacrificers 
happen to be Sdnndyyins, they should remove the ‘calves? And in 
this way, we find that the mention of different sacrificers (Puroddsins and 
Sdnndyyina) indicates the different times of the performance, and as such 
there is no incompatibility, 


Sigsr stata: Urs N 


eit Upahayyo, in rogard to the Upahavya.  ferra: Pratiprasavah, incon- 
gruity, 
28. “SIn regard to the “Upahavya ‘there would be 
certainly incongruity.——28. 

COMMENTARY. 

‘This Satra recalls an Objection urged by the’ Purvapakst Bhagya 
p. 200, line 1) the purport of which is ‘as follows :— 

In one Rescension we find the sentence ‘upahavyo niruktoh, agni- 
stomo yajno rathdntarasdma, asvahsyivo dakshind; while in another we 
find, ‘upwhavyah aniruktah, uktho yujno brihatsdmd, acvah cveto rukma- 
laldto dakgind; and in this case, in view of these two Injunctions the 
two Hymns could be taken as optional alternatives; yet, inasmuch as this 
alternative is already obtained from the Primary sacrifice, any mention 
of it would be absolutely useless, if the action (wpuhavya) were one 
only; while if the two upahavyas are distinct, the. repetition (of what 
has been mentioned in connection with the Primary) would serve the 


Bi 


Hs ji itv PADA, 12 ADHIKARANA, St. 28, 29, 30, 31. 


fa > 


` purposes of restrictions: Hence too the two actions must be taken as 


distinet. 
gart at Yarageea: N REN 
muai Gunartha, for the purpose of indicating an accessory. “~ VA, but, 
guna: Punabsratib, repetition. 
29. The repetition referred to serves the purpose of 
indicating another accessory.—29. 
COMMENTARY, 
The answer to. the above objection is. that the repetition of the 
Brihata and the Rathantara could be explained as serving the purpose 
of restricting the number. * 


serrata aa Re N 


wean: Pratyayah, idea. si Chépi, also. iat Dargayati, supports, 
30. The Veda also lends support to the idea (that. the 
. action mentioned in the diverse texts is the same).—0. 
COMMENTARY. 
We find that the Veda, speaking of the Homa in reference to the 
Prayaja lays down the mantra ‘Kriturasi, etc, which appears in 
| entirely different rescensional texts, as to be employed in the Asmdddnms 
and this distinctly shows that the action though spoken of in various 
texts is held to. be one and the same. 


Cpt at madda Afiaaraaaert sa REA? gN 


afiat Api vå, but, menma Kramsamyogâåt, on account of distinct orders 
of procedure. amaer Vidhiprithakatvam, difference in the injunctions, wet 
| Ekasyam, in regard to what is laid down in one text. "aR Vyavatistheta, 


_ should be. 
i 31. “As there are distinct orders of procedure the 
_ Injunction pertaining to what is laid down in one text must 
be regarded as distinct (from those pertaining to what is 
laid down in other texts).——31. 
COMMENTARY. 


The action mentioned in one text must be regarded as different 
from the same action spoken of in another text for the simple reason 
that the order of procedure is found to be entirely different in two cases, 


ana a ii 
MAT: TT UW az bah 


fata Virodhind, with the contradictory. g Tu, but. wama Asamyogat, 
there being no connection, we] Aikakarme, ihe action being taken. aiima 
Tatsamyogat, on account of connection with that action. Fai Vidhinam, of the 
injunctions. wet: Sarvakarmapratyah, the common idea of all actions. ara 
Syat, should be. 


32. There being no connection with contradictory pro- 
cesses the action is taken as one and the same, hence all 
Injunctions connected with that action must be taken as 
affording the idea of that same action.—82. . 

COMMENTARY. 


That all actions are one is sh by Syntactical Connection; while 
the difference in the order of m would, at best, be pointed by 
the order in which they happen to be mentioned ; and as a rule Syntactical 
Connection is always more authoritative than mere order, Because, 
as a matter of fact, we find that such detailg as are mentioned even in the 
Smritis are not rejected by any considerations of Order, time or Extent; 
and then, how could it be that that which ig pointed by the Syntacti- 
cal Connection of Vedic texts would be rejected by any such considera- 
tions? X, 

Thus, then, we conclude that the action mentioned in each Re- 
gcensional text being distinctly recognized sie same, we cannot 
take each of these as a distinct action. And it hag also been shown. 
that there is no seventh means of differentiating actions, except those 
that have been explained above, which afford all the means for the neces- 
sary differentiation of actions. 

End of Adhyaya II. Sa 


THIRD ADHYAYA. ii 


| First Papa. a 
Adhikarana TL _Deblaring the Subject-matter of the Adhyaya, hs 


AIA: MAATA nen 


ma Atha, now, wa: Atah, then, Byway cst kasi the Adhyâya 
dealing with Sega. 


1. Now then the Adhydya dealing with the otis of 


Sesa.—1. i 
COMMENTARY, 


The difference améng actions having been established, the eit ae 
question that arises is,—Is each and every action expressed by varba 
occurring in the Vedic texts an independent act by itself, bringing into 
existence a distinct Apûrva? or, are some subordinate to, and subserve 
the various purposes of, some others?—and if the latter, what actions 
are subservient to what? Thongh this is what forms the main subject of 
Adhyaya (3), yet it will be shown here that itis not only actions that are 
aubaerviont or Pape ass to actions, but that under the word ‘ subsidiary’ 
~‘sesa’, ‘anga’ dsrita—are also included substances and their pro- 
perties. The consideration of this point is all the more important, as the 
subject-matter of all the rest of the Sûiras (Adhyaya 4 to 12) are directly 
or indirectly, based upon this relationship of the ‘ principal’ and ‘ subsi- 
diary ’ among actions as says Kumarila. 


ArenA get, MAE wea | 
QARAR, wash | 


Adhikarana I1.—The definition of Subsidiary. 


We: WITT UN 


Ra: Sesah, subsidiary, wiam Pararthatvât, on account of being for the 
sake of another. 


2. A thing is called subsidiary by reason of its 
being for the sake of another.—2. 


COMMENTARY. Pea Ts 
That is to say the ‘subsidiary’ —- sesa’—is defined as that which” 
is for the sake of another ; that is to say, that which is indicated by 
direct assertion etc. as aiding some action towards the fulfilment of its 
Aphrva; this latter qualification being necessary in order to preclude 
mere verbal relationship. This being for the sake of another does 
not necessarily in itself imply ‘that the Subsidiary should in some way 
help the Principal, but such help is assumed on the strength of Presump- 
‘tion. For instance, in. the case of the action of sprinkling water on the 
‘corn, the fact of its having been laid down in connection with a sacrifice 
leads to the presutaption that it must accord some’ help to that sacrifice, 
Similary in the case of the Praydjas, laid down in connection with the 
Dargapirnamasa sacrifice, we find that these latter stand in need of some 
help; and also that there are certain other actions laid down (in the shape 
of the Praydjas), which stand in need of some other action to which they 
‘could accord help; and this mutual need leads uggto the presumption that 
the Praydjas subserve the Dargaptirnamdsa. 


es 


Adhikarana IZI.—What can be Subsidiary ? 


KA 
gaging aR: Na N 

O Riy Dravyaguņasanskâregu, to substances, accessories and puri- 
fications wef; bâdarih says Badari. 

3. The subsidiary character belongs to substances 
accessories and purifications only.-—3. 

COMMENTARY. 
The question being whether only substances, accessories and puri- 
fications can be subsidiaries or actions and results also, we have the 
Pirvapakga view as stated by Bddari that subsidiary character can 
belong to the first three only. That sacrifices and results cannot be | 
subsidiaries is clear from the Pérvapakga sůtra of the first Adhikarana 
of the sixth Adhyaya. 
In answer to this we have the Siddhanta in the next three sûtras. 


omatuafy ASR: narda u eu 


RAFT EnA NY N 
gears FAI 


© gat Karmavi, actions, ™@'Api, also, 4: Jaiminib, says Jaimini. «erie 


~ 


Phalarthatvat, on account of being for the.sake of the result. 4, ww Phalaficha 


PADA, 1 ADHIKARANŅA, St. 4,3,61 


tHe ion also. garia ae NON because it is for the sake of the agent — 
5. yew Purusagcha, the agent also, water karmarthatvAt on account of 

being for the sake of action, 6. 

4. Jaimini says that Aetio also are subsidiaries 
because they are for the sake of the result. 

5. The result also can be subsidiary because it is for 
the sake of the agent. | 

6. And lastly the agent also is sabediary because | 
he is for the sake of the action.—4-6. 

COMMENTARY. 

(1), That substances are subservient to sacrifices follows from their 
very nature ; they exist, because they subserve some purpose. 

(2). Munteas aud Deities also are necessary appendages to the 
sacrifice. 

(3). Such purificatory or preparatory acts as the threshing of the 
corn come to be regarded as ‘subservient,’ to sacrifices, in view of the 
fact that sacrifices need some substances out of which the cake and such y 
other things could be made ; the cake, for instance, must be made of some 
corn; but no entire corn can make it; the grains have to be threshed © 
and cleaned, so that it may be used for the making of the cake to be 
used at the sacrifice. 


% % j s A TAE 
(4). Actions (sacrifices) also are ‘subservient,’ to their redali; 


as it is for the sake of the result that the action is performed. 
(5). The ‘result’ is ‘subservient because it is for the sake of the 
human agent that seeks it, and accomplishes it by means of the action, 
(6). The kuman agent is ‘subservient’ to the actions—being the 
‘performer’ who will accomplish the action, for the sake of which, therefore, 
he would exist. The ‘subserviency’ of the agent to the action is expressed 
by the word enjoining the act; for instance, of the word ‘yajeta’ the 
‘sacrifice’ forms the principle factor in the denotation, and as no such 
action as the sacrifice would be possible without an agent, the agent also 
must be regarded as implied by the same word. Apart from this, there 
are cases where the human agent occupies the most subordinate position ; 
eg. in the case where the man is required simply for the purpose of 
measuring the height of the sacrificial post. 


“The above is the view of Jaimini as interpreted by the Bhâsya ; 
which quotes the interpretation of the author of the Vrittv (Upavarga)—the 
‘sense of which may be thus stated:—It is only Substances, Mantras and 
Deities and Purificatory acts that can, by their very nature, be subservient 


O PORVA-MIMAMSA-SOTRAS. IIT ADHYAY. 


to sacrifices as held by Badari; as it is only these that can never be 


principals’ ; and the reason for this view, says the Brihatt (pp. 66b), lies 


j in the fact that the Niyoga or Apérva is accomplished by the sacrifice, 
which in its torn, is accomplished by Substances, Mantras and Deities 
and purificatory Acts, which latter alone are forces contributing to the 


| is ultimate result.—To the other three things, mentioned by Jaimini, the 
| eubserviency can belong only relatively; for instance, the sacrifice 


(mentioned in sûtra 4) is principal in rélation to the substance, but sub- 


- gervient in relation to the result ; the result (mentioned in sfitra 5) is 


principal in relation to the sacrifice, but subservient in relation to the 
agent ; the human agent (mentioned in sûtra 6) also is prinetpal in relation 
to the result, but subsidiary to such acts as the measuring of the sacrificial 
post (Sabara-Bhasya page 211) :— Tao! 
The meaning of this is that the first three, substance and the 
rest, are always ‘subsidiary’ ; they are never ‘principal’, while the latter 
{hree—-Result and the rest—are both ‘principal’ and ‘subsidiary’ in 
-relation to one another. 


vi 


Adhikarana IV.—The details of threshing and the 
rest pertain only to particular things. 


ld AMA AFF: UO N 


ai Tesim, of those details, ae arthena, purpose, visible result, amea: 
Sambandhah, connection. 


7. They are connected with a definite purpose.—?. 
COMMENTARY, 


In regard to the Darsa-Pûrnamâsa we find the Injunction ‘Darda- 
pirnamasibhyam svargakfimo yajeta;’ and in connection with these two 
sacrifices, we have various texts laying down such details as the nirvapana 
(pouring out), the prokgana (washing) avahanana (threshing), and so 
forth, as relating to vegetables, and utpavana (sprinkling), vitapana 
` (boiling), grahana (holding), aséddna (procuring), and the like, relating to 

the butter ; and again s4kha-harana (fetching of the twigs), Gavamprasthd- 
pana (fetching of the cows) Gavdmprasndvana ‘making the cow yield 
milk), and so forth, relating to the Sdnndyya (the mixture of Curd and 
Butter). And with regard to these details, there arises a question as to 
whether all these three classes of details are to be performed in connee- 
tion with all three kinds of materials —Vegetables, Butter and Curd-Butier 


TANE: 


I PADA, IV ADHIKARNA, St. 8. 


pa è, alike? or should their performance be restricted to only those 

materials, in which they are found to serve some useful purpose, i i 
The Siddhanta on this question is that every one of the details in — i 

question is found to serve a definitely useful purpose and as such can 

pertain only to such things with regard to whom that purpose is possible ; 

for instance, threshing serves to remove the chaff from the grain and as 

such it can pertain only to such things as have the chaff and the grain, 

In the presence of a visible result it is not right to assume an invisible one. 


Against this position of the Siddhénta we have the Parvapaksa 
in the following sûtra. 


 fafarg ade: era daleeistara seca 
Aman en 


ffa: Vihitah,-laid down, g Tu, but. eave; Sarvadharmah, pertaining to 
all, æm Syat,. should be, ma: Sanyogatah, in regard to connection, gaara 
Aviseşât on account of non-difference. wacarter Prakarandyisesat, on account 
of non-difference of context. + Cha, also, W 


8. Every one of them should be taken as pertaining to 
all, because of their non-difference in connection and non- 


difference in context,—8. 
COMMENTARY, 


Tn as much as the result of the Darsapůrnamása is one only, there 
cannot be more than one Apdrva, and the capability of bringing about this 
Apirva belongs equally to the vegetables, the Butter and the Curd-Butter 
mixture ; hence the details laid down with reference to these materials 
must be taken’ as pertaining to all of them, 


And in support of this universal application, we have (in the sutra. 
two. reasons: (1) ‘Samyogato’ ‘ visestt’ and (2) Pral:arandvisesdt,’ That 
is to say, the characteristic of bringing about the Apirva that we find 
in one object (corn), as the ground of its connection with a particular detail 
(Threshing), is also found in the other object ; because as for the specific 
characteristic of the class ‘ corn ’ (which subsists in the corn only), this is of 
use only in the indication, and is of no use in restricting the application of 
the Threshing. Then, as for the objective character, 0 f the corn as mentioned 
in the sentence Virthinavahant2), it is found in all the other objects also; 
as all of them are objectsto be offered. Therefore it must be admitted 
that, leaving aside all such objects as are not connected with the Apirva, 
as are not objects to be offered, and as do not help in the bringing about 


of the particular Apdrva of the context,—with reference to all other 
objects, all the details should be performed. 


aAA Se N e N 


alarm” Arthalopåt, on account of the absence of a useful purpose. mai 
akarma, no action. am Syât, would be. 
9. By being separated from a useful purpose it would 


‘no longer be an action.—9. 
COMMENTARY, 


“The Siddhanta tinal the Pirvapaksa by the argument that if we 
dissociate the particular detail-—of threshing, for instance,—there would 
be the danger of its ceasing to be an action’; that is, ceasing to be per- 
formed at all. 


`A 

qarg AE WAT sarsar ETA N RoN 
wet Ph: alam, the result. g Tu, also, apa Saha chestayf, along with the 
operation. wa: Sabdarthah as PEINE by the words. mwa abhavat, in its 

absence. mAn viprayoge, on account of its absence. mq SyAt, would be, 
10. Then again,the result is found to appear along with 
the operation. It is only when there is no visible result that 
its absence could justify the details being taken merely as 


expressed by the words—10. 


COMMENTARY. 


It has been urged that, “inasmuch as we shall assume. certain 
imperceptible effects, there would not be an absence of useful purposrs.” 
And to this the following reply is made. 

As a matter of fact, we find that the Threshing brings about its 
perceptible result in the Corn, along with its performance ; while in the 
others (the Butter ete.), we find the mere operation of Threshing, without 
any results; and so long as a useful operation is possible, no Vedic 
injunction can ever urge the agent to the performance of a useless 
operation; and in the absence of such urging by a Vedic injunction, 
there cannot be any ground for an assumption of imperceptible results. 
And thus there would be a mutaal interdependence; the assumption of 
the injunction (of Threshing with regard to the Butter) being based upon 
the Results (imperceptible), and the assumption of the results being 
based upon the injunction. That is to say, in regard to the Butter ete. 
we do not find either the injunction or the result (of Threshing); while 
in regard to the corn, we find both independently of each other, 


V ADHIKARANA, Sd. 11) 


I PA DA, 


Adhikarana V —The Sphya and the other implements 
! i have their use restricted. 


O giia AÀ AA N e N 


zq Dravyam, things. = Cha, ‘also, stafewiaena Utpattisamyogåt, on’ 
account of being connected with the originative injunction. aq Tadartham, for 
- the sake of that. wa Eva, only. waa Chodyeta, should be laid down, í 


11. The things being connected with the originative 
injunction should be taken as laid down for the sake of 


that.—11. 
COMMENTARY. 

In connection with the Darsa-Pirnamdsa, we find the sentence 
‘ Sphyascha kapalani cha agnihotrahavant cha stpancha, krigndjinancha 
shamya cha ultkhalancha musalancha drshachehopata cha, etdni tat dasha 
yajndyudhani. And there arises 2 doubt as to whether each of these 
implements is to be employed in whatever they may be found capable of 
doing, or only in that in connection with which they are mentioned. 


On this point we have the following Parvapaksa :— 

In as much as there is no connection with distinct Apéirvas, and as in 
all cases equally there are perceptible effects produced, we must employ 
the Implements in accordance with their capabilities. In this. way, the 
sentence sphyaseha ete. would become justified as constituting an injunc- 
tion ; and as for the plural number in Ztâni, that could be explained as 
based upon the plurality of the objects (sphya etc). enjoined ; otherwise, 
as the whole forms a single sentence, there would bea single injunction, . 
Consequently it must be admitted that the implements are to be employed 
according to their capabilities, 

The Siddhanta view is that the implements in question are to be 
employed in connection with the actions along which they are mentioned. 
in the injunctive sentences. All that the sentence enumerating the. 
implement does is to give a collective description of the various imple- 
ments and: there is nothing to dissociate them from the actions along. 
with which they have been originally laid down. 


ed 
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Pee PURVA-MIMAMSA-SUTRAS, III ADHYAYA 


_ Adhikarana VI.--The quality of ‘redness’ is restricted 
to the substance along with which it is mentioned, — 


t i 

Raa zR: ganea PAA: EAN R N 

| wwa Arthaikatve, when it is possible for the two to be taken together. 

gonm: Dravyagunayoh, of the substance and the quality, ®aweatq Aikakarmyat, 
they have the same function, fma: Niyamak, restriction. ‘a SyAt, should he. 

12. Between the substance and the property, when it 

is possible for the two to be taken together they must serve 

the same function and as such their application should be 


restricted—12. 
COMMENTARY, 
In connection with the Jyotistoma, we find the sentence ‘arunayd- — 
pingâkşyâ ekahdyanyd somam krindtt and then the text goes on adding 
‘ajay krinåti, vdsasd krindti, ete., where the word ‘Aruna’ denotes the 
quality, while the words ‘ Pinga@kgt’ and ‘Hkahdyant’ denote the substance, 
because of their co-extensiveness (with the price to be said for the Soma), 
And with reference to the quality of ‘Redness’ (signified by Arma) there. 
arises a question, as to whether it qualifies the substance that is men- 
tioned in the same sentence with itself, or it qualifies all the substances 
mentioned in the context. 
The basis of the Parvapaksa on this is borrowed from sMtra 8 above: — 
That which is laid down would appertain to all, because there is no 
difference in their relationship, and because of the non-difference of the 
context. (Satra 8). That is tosay, in as much as Direct Assertion and 
Syntactical connection are wholly indifferent on the question, we cannot 
but take our stand upon the indications of the context ; so that in the 
present instance there is nothing to preclude the quality of redness from 
being taken with all the substances that are mentioned in the context. 
The Siddhantin’s answer to the above is as laid down in the sûtra. In 
the case in question the substance and the property are found to be such 
that neither the substance nor the property alone by itself can be 
employed. For instance, the redness can be of use only as qualifying 
the particular substance cow, and the cow also must be of some colour ; 
and further the two words ‘Arurdya’ and ‘Ekahdyanyd’ having the same 
instrumental ending, the two become related through syntactical connection 
to the action of purchase; hence the conclusion is that the property of 
redness must be taken as related to the particular object cow mentioned 
in the-same sentence. 


rahaikatva Nyaya :-—-The 


Adhikaran a y1 Ten The 


non-significance of number. 


TRATAREA RATTA N 23 N 
area Ekatvayuktam, qualified by singularity. TRE okasya, of the 
singularity, aiena Sratisanyogat, on account of being directly mentioned. 
13. The thing must be qualified by singularity ay 
singularity is directly mentioned. — 13. n 
COMMENTARY, 

The application of the various accessories has been ‘duly explained : 
now we proceed to consider the details of the employment of these 
accessories. ay uh 

In connection with the <Jyotistoma we have the sentence 
‘Dasdpairtrena graham summérsti’ ; and. there arises a question as 
to whether the washing is to be of only one yessel or of all the vessels 
mentioned in the context. Just asin the sentence we have a question 
as to the significance of the singular number, so also in others, we 
have it as to that of the Dual and the Plural; e.g., ‘Yasya puroddsau 
Ksdyatah’ and ‘ Havings abhighdrayati.’ In all these cases, an action 


is enjoined with reference to a particular thing; and hence there 
naturally arises the question as to whether any significance is to be 


attached to the Number of the word signifying this thing or not, 

On the above question we have the Parvapakga put forward in sûtra 
13, the sense of which is that, as the text distinctly mentions the washing as 
to be done to graham in the singular, there can be no justification for 
disregarding the singular ending; and this leads to the general conclusion 
that in the case of all sentences due significance must be attached to the 
particular number used in connection with the predicate; exactly in the 
game manner as it is done in connection with that of the subject. l 

The Bhåşya has included here the questions of significance being 
attached to the gender also ; but the Vdrtika says that the Bhasya has 
done this only by the way, as the question in connection with gender will 
be dealt with later on, 


aii ar aaen AARI fÈ aT U 22 N 


agi Sarvesém of all. ar va, but. © aava lakganatvat, the indication 
pertaining to. aafe avisistam, equally. fe Hi, because. wama Jaksanam, the- 


indication. 
2 ah 


14. All individuals should be taken as indicated, for 
the simple reason that the generic indication is applicable 
to all.—14. 

: COMMENTARY. 

Tt is a well-established fact that whenever anything is referred to by 
means of a generic name that name pertains to all the individuals 
~ 4neluded under that name. For instance, in the passage in question we 
find the word ‘graham’ used as a generic name for all vessels; and so 
long as there is nothing to indicate the contrary there can be no justifi- 
cation for restricting the action toasingle graha. The conclusion therefore 
is that the washing laid down in the sentence in’ question should be done 
to all the vessels that are to be used at the sacrifice in connection with 
which the sentence occurs. 


bal i A OA $ 
aia g riaa ameg seta ek N 
wf Chodite, in regard to which that is enjoined. g Tu but. Totem — 


Pararthatvat, being subordinate to something else, aani Yathâśruti, exactly 
as mentioned. "Mda Pratiyeta should be taken. i 


15. That which is enjoined should be taken exactly 
as it is mentioned because it is subordinate to something 
else,—15. 

COMMENTARY. 


The opponent has urged the case of the sentence ‘ pasumdlabheta’ 
where due significance is attached to both number and gender of the 
word pasum. ‘The answer to this is that the case of the sentence graham 
sammaryti is not exactly analogons to that of paswmdlabheta, In the latter 
the animal is distinctly laid down as subordinate to the sacrifice, and as 
there is nothing to indicate that the action of sacrifice has to be repeated 
with all its subordinates, there is naturally a desire on our part to find 
out the exact. number of subordinates required to fulfil the action, and 
thus the singular number in pasum comes in useful as indicative of that 
number ; and due significance must therefore be attached to it. In the case 
of the sentence ‘graham samméarsti’ on the other hand be the washing that 
js laid down, and not the vessel, is the subordinate factor ; and there is no 
justification needed for the repetition of the subordinate washing with 
each and everyone of the vessels. In fact, the restriction of washing to 
anyone or two vessels would be highly objectionable in the absence of 
any distinct injunction to that effect, 


I-IX ADHIKARANA, Sa. 16, 17, 18, QL 


< 1 
Adihkarana VII T.—The washing is not done to the 
i chamasa ete. | 
GERI BUTT ASTACAT CATT N RA Ul 
deaa Samskarat, because it te purificatory. at Va, really. gam Gupdnim 
as to accessories. aren Avyavastha, no restriction, Tq Syat, should be. 
16. As the washing is purely purificatory there should 
be no restriction as to its application to the several acces- 
sories..—-16, | | 


COMMENTARY, | i i l 

In connection with the Jyotistoma we meet with the sentence 
‘graham sammargir’ the question arises as to whether this washing 
applies to all sacrificial vessels chamasa and the rest or to only those 
particular vessels called ‘ grabas’ which are besmeared with soma juice. 
The Parvapaksa embodied in the sdtra is that all the vessels should 

be washed as washing is purely puvificatory and purification is equally 
necessary and applicable to all the vessels. : 


sqaegt ar war alae ae MINT- 
ara W209 UI | 


amen Vyavastha, there should be restriction. a va, really, wa Arthasya, 
of the object. aiam Sruti samyogåt, being directly mentioned, wa Tasya, such 
things, emaa Sabdapramayatwat, based upon scriptures, 

17. There should be a restriction as the one particular 
object is directly mentioned and specially as such matters 
are based entirely upon the seriptures,—l7. 

COMMENTARY. 

{he washing applies to the ‘ grahas’ only as tho text quoted dis- 
tinctly mentions them by name and in the face of this direct declaration 
it would be very wrong to apply it to any other vessels. 

Adhikarana IX.—The measure of 17 cubits applies to the 
sacrificial post used at the Pasu sacrifice. 


HAAN TZ VS N 


amim AnarthakyAt, on account of uselessness, agg Tadahgesu, should 
apply to its subsidiaries. 
18. Because it is of no use in the primary sacrifice 


‘itself, it must apply to the subsidiaries. — 18. 


RS DIT I lp) ‘COMMEN WARY, 
In connection with the ‘ Vajpeya’ sainia we Wia tho. text, 
‘ suptodasharatnih bujpeyashyayupah’ and in this connection the question 
“arises as to whether the measure of 17 cubits applies to the vessels of the 
Vajpeya itself (there being no yupa in that sacrifice) or it pertains to the > 
yupa used in connection with the ‘ pasuyaga’ which is a subsidiary of 
| the. Vaipat ; 
The Parvapakya is that the text distinctly mentions the measure 
in connection with the Vajpeya itself and there can be n no justification 

for making it applicable to something else. : 

_ The Siddhánta as embodied in the sdtra is that asa matter of fase 
the name ‘ Vajpeya’ belongs to a particular form of the soma sacrifice in 
which the sacrificial post has no place. Under the cireumstances if the 


we measure were made applicable to this sacrifice itself it will be absolutely. 


“meaningless, i in order to avoid this the word ' Vajpeya’ in the text may. 

be taken. as indirectly indicating the vessels used at the Vajpeya sacrifice. 
But this recourse to indirect indication cannot be justified ‘Solong as there 
is any possibility of avoiding it. Asa matter of fact it is easily avoided 

by taking the word Vajpeya in its wider sense of the par ticular soma 
sacrifice called bajpeya along with all its subsidiaries among which 
latter is the Pasuyaga at which the post is used to which the measure 
of 17 cubits is fittingly applicable. # 


ee X.—The action of ‘ Avikramana is subsidiary 
to the ‘ Pruyajas’ only. 


sida arate (anara ) ARTA 
EAT VE I 


saa qa Kartriguye, in the case of performer’s qualifications. g Tu, and 
arataa Karmasamavayat, because it cannot co-inhere with the action, wets; 
(vakyabhedah), syntactical split. æra Sydt, would be, a 
%19. As the qualification of the performer A 
inhere in an action the sentence should be broken up.—19. 
COMMENTARY, 
Purificatory Actions, Substances and Accessories have duly been dis- 
cussed ; and we now proceed to consider those cases in which an Action, 
being mentioned as related to another action, comes to be taken as a 
_ purificatory action. . =<- 


A 
i 


RANA, Si. 20. ae. 


AN A A ae 


“for instance, in. the case of the ‘sentence ‘ abhikvdman júhott we 
find in the wore “abhikrdman’ the ‘repetitive alix ‘namu? ; and hence, — 
there arising the question as to what is done by one * walling round and 
round’ we meet with another word ‘juhoti’ which points to the Praydja, i 
in whose coutext we find the sentence in question, And then there is a 
doubt as to whether the ‘ walking round’ is connected with that Prayaja 
alone, or to every one of the Homas that are mentioned in connection 
with the Darga Pitrnamasa. 

In regard to the above question the Piirvapaksa view is that 
inasmuch as the avikramana is an action meant to be a qualification for 
the performer it cannot be taken as having any connection with the 
particular ‘homa’ mentioned by the word ‘juhot’ in the sentence, that 
is to say, the avikramana or walking rou nd cannot be connected. with the 


Prayajas. It cannot, in fact, help in the accomplishment of the Prayaja 


Home. And as such its mention cannot have any syntactical connection 

with the injunction of the Prayajas; so that in the sentence in question | 
the participle avihrámana should be taken apart from. the principal verb 

juhoti as pertaining to all actions men tioned in all other contexts, 


anand engeni fe ÄT N Ro I 


emit SikAmkyam, in need. g.Tu, but. ware Ekavakyam, syntactically 
connected, era SyAt, would be, same Asamåptam, incomplete, fe Hi, because. wyar 
Parvena, by the preceeding word alone. 

20. But there isa deficiency in view of which the whole 
should be taken as one sentence specially the sense of the 
sentence is not completed by the first word.—20. 

COMMENTARY. 

> The Siddhantin’s answer to the above is that as a matter of fact the 
word (avikrdmana) heing a gerund cannot be taken as completing the 
sentence. It stauds iu need of another finite verb and as such a finite verb 
is available near at hand there can be no justification for dissociating “it 
from that verb. 

The Tantravartika is struck by the palpably absurd Pûrvapaksa as 
represented in the Bhasya and therefore offers a somewhat’ different 
explanation of the Adhikarana. It puts forward the Piirvapukga in the 
following form :— i 

Inasmuch as the * walking round’ is laid down with reference to al! 
the Zlomas of the context, that are referred to by the word ‘ juhoti’,—and 
as there is no intermediate context (that could take in the Prayajas only), 


poera utuausa-sóreas a ADEYAYA. a 


-=the bitnesion of the walking round cannot but be voviuolled by the 
1 bee single great context (which takes in all Homas); and in this caso the sense 
of the» preceding (Pûrvapaksa) stra would be thus: In the property 
ofthe agent ;—i.e., in ‘walking round ’—-there being no inkerence of the 
i action of Praydju, which could be brought about only by an intermediate 
context, there would be a split of the sentence, only in so far as the 
‘walking round’ would not be syntactically connected with that inter 
mediate context. 


In that case, the present (Siddhanta) sútra should be interpreted 
as follows: SakAnksam’ would refer to the intermediate context; and 
the sense of the Siddrânta would be that the * walking round’ is syntacti- 
cally connected with the intermediate context, through its connection 
with the want of the procedure, which is aroused by the injunction 
of the Pruyajas (i.e, the ‘walking rount is to be taken as forming part 

of the procedure of the Prayajas) And in this case, the concluding 

clause asamiptam hi purvena’ would not mean the incompleteness of the 

sentenco but that the intermediate context is not completed by what 
_ precedes-—i.e., by the mere injunction of the form and the accessories of 
the Prayajas. 

Adhikarana XI.—The Upavita is subsidiary to the 

entire Darsa Pûrnamâsa and not to the 
Sdmadhent only. 


gg sara aT: SMT UW Re UI 


afry Samdigdhesu, in all doubtful cases. sara Vyavâyât, on account of 
interruption, aw: Vakyabhedah, syntactical dissociation, ary Syat, should be. 


21. On account of the intervention of sentences of 
doubtful connection the sentences should be dissociated. 
res 

COMMENTARY, 

This Adhikarana is meant to settle the question as to whether the 
connection of actions is controlled by the intermediate or prime context. 

In connection with the Darsa Parnamdsa the Sdmidhant Mantras 
are laid down as the seventh and eighth Anwvdkas, the Nuivids are laid 
down as the ninth ; and the Kémyas, identical with the Sdmidhanis, as the 

tenth ; and then in the eleventh we have the mention of the sacrificial 
` thread as to be worn on the left shoulder, passing under the right arm-pit. 


sad there arises the Ghee as to te Oi the thread is to ne 80 
worn at thetime that the person is reciting the Sdmithants or during all 
the time that he is performing all that is laid down in the’ context. 


The Pdrvapaksa view is that in accordance with the conclusion 
arrived at in the preceding Adhikarana the mention of the Upavita 
must be connected with what is nearest to it. That is to say with the 
mention of Sdinidhants only, 

The Siddhanta embodied in the sûtra is that between the mention 
of twosets of SAmidhants we havethe mention of the Nimids and as such 
the connection of Sdmidhants being interrupted and the irresistable 
conclusion is that the Upavita should be connected with the entire 
context of the Darga Pûrnâmâsa and should be borne throughout its 
performance and not only-during the recitation of the Simidhant. 


Adhikarana XII,—The Varana, the Vaikankata and 
the other vessels belong to all sacrifices. The 
Mithosambandha Nyaya. : 


WUT a WIAA HAI: AAT EATS NRR N 

yer Gundnam, of the accessory details, 1 Cha, also, važe Pardrthatwat, 

on account of being subservient to the purpose of something else, wera; Asam- 

bandha, no relation, ara Samatwit, on account of being equal. em Syat, 
should be. 


22. As the accessory details are all subservient to the 
purposes of something else, they are all of equal importance 
as such can have no relationship among themselves.—22, 

5 COMMENTARY. 

This Adhikaraņa is an exception to Adhikarana 9. 

In connection with the kindling of fire, we find laid down certain 
vessels of the Varana and the Vaikankatd wood, as employed at the 
performance of the sacrifice, some of which are used at the Homa, while 
others are not used. And inasmuch as these vessels have nothing to do 
with the actual, kindling of fire they are, as a matter of course, taken apart 
from the context; and then there arises a question as to the particular 
sacrifice at the performance of which they should be used. 

And on this question we have the following Pureapaksa, 

“In accordance with rule laid down in S#tra IIL-i-18, we must 
conclude that the vessels in question are used for holding the offering 


with Kaa ding of p is Atoiy “pa A Va to it and als vessela maa 
ed in the same context have to be connected with an offering and the 
nearest offering with which they can be connected is the Pavamana offering, — 
For the simple reason that the vessels as well as the Pavémana olferings 
are mentioned in the context of the fire kindling. So that there being no 
use for the vessels at the kindling itself they must he connected with the 
nearest offering, us 

The Siddhanta embodied in the sûtra is as follows :— eine 

That the said vessels belong to the fire kindling through the Pava- 
måna sacrifice is shown only by the context, while that they belong to the 
fire and through that to all sacrifices is shown by the syntactical force 
of the sentence ‘ Yaddharaneye Juhoti ete. and the latter is certainly more 
authoritative than the former. 

And further there is no close relationship between the Pavamâna 
offerings and the fire kindling as the offerings are as much subsidiary to the 
; five as the kindling is and thus there being no relationship between the 
| two the vessels foand mentioned in the context of the kindling cannot 
reasonably be connected with the Pavamdna offering. 

The Vartika is not satisfied with the way in which the Bhasya rests 
the SiddhAnta upon an assumed sentence inthe shape of Yadahavaneye 
juhoti. In fact it discards the entire Adhikarana and takes the present 
sûtra as a supplementary to the foregoing Adhikarana. That is to say 
in connection with the conclusion of the foregoing Adhikarana there 
arising the argument that as the Nibids are subsidiary to the Samdhents 
a mention of those cannot interrupt or disjoin the context,—the answer 
given by the sûtra the sense of which is thatinasmuch as the Nibids also 
like the SAmidhenis speak of the kindling of fire they are equally sub- 
servient.to the purposes of fire and as such one cannot be taken as subsi- 


diary to the other, 


. Adhikarana XIII.—The Vartraghni recitation ete. belong 
to the Ajyavaga offerings. Vartraghni (Nyaya.) 
ç 
o fraearareracata N R3 N 
fia: Mithah, of the pair, € Cha, also. mmissu Anartha-sambandhit, the 


relations serve no useful purpose. 
23. Any connection of the pair of Mantras. with the pri- 


| mary sacrifice serving no useful purpose (they cannot be 
connected with the latter).-—23. 


Pane ae ee OO. | 

-In connection with the Darsa Parnamasa we meet with the passage 
‘Vartraghni paurnamisyam vridhanwati amArdsyayam’ and in regard to 
this there arises the doubt whether the two pairs of mantras Vartraghni 
and Vridhanwati belong to the primary sacrifice of the Darsa Pûrnamâsa 
itself or to the Ajyavaga offerings. 


' The Pdrvapaksa view is that inasmuch as the Mantras are dis- 
tinctly mentioned in the text along with the Darsa Parnamisa itself there 
is no reason why they should not be taken as belongingyto these. 


The Siddhanta embodied in the sûtra is as follows :— 


That any connection of the Mantras with the Darsa Pairnamésa 
would be useless, because the Pûrnamâsi sacrifice conatitutes one action 
so also does the Darga sacrifice and as such there could be no room for 
two Mantras in either of these and further because the deities mentioned 
in the mantras ave not found connected with any of the two primary 
sacrifices, that is to say the Vartraghni and the Vridhanwati each consists” 
of two mantras, one mantra speaking of soma’ and anather of Agni and 
as a matter of fact veither soma nor Agni by itself is the deity of the 
Darga or of the Parnamisa. The conclusion. therefore is that the tivo 
pairs of Mantras should be connected with two Ajyavaga offerings, As 
there offerings are two in number the two mantras will fit in with these 
quite appropriately and the words Paurnamisyam and Amiavasyayam 
occurring in the sentence quoted should be taken only as pointing out 
the times for the’ offering. 


Adhikarana XIV——The closing of the fist and such 
other details pertain to the whole context. 


Maras IRI WRU 


were? Anantaryam, proximity. ae Achodand, not injunctive. 
24. Proximity is not injunctive (or connection),-—24, 
COMMENTARY. 

We have just dealt with the employment of mantras in accordance 
with the order ia which they are mentioned; and now we proceed to deal 
with the exceptions of that rule. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma we find the sentence—‘ Mustim 
Karoti, Vackamyaechati dikgitamavedayati’; and then again ‘hastan 


| avanenikti ulaparajinstranati ; and in connection with this, there arises a 
8 


dooh as to fae ea pi ad (slid of! ahs fist) aed waana 


(silence) simply serve the purpose of dvedand (Addressing the initiated 


sacrificer) or they enter into the whole of the context? And similarly too,’ 


j ‘a8 to whether the hastavdnejana (washing of the hand) is for the sole 


purpose of ‘ uluparajistarana’ (spreading of the bundle of grass) or it 


a pertains to all the actions performed ? 


The Parvapaksa view is that owing to the close proximity of ‘the 


sentences the closiug of the fist and the silence should be taken as subsi- 
diary to the addressing and the washing of the hand to the spreading of 


the grass. 

~The Siddhantin answer to the above is that the force of the context, 
the actions in question, must refer to the whole set of actions mentioned 
in the coutext. This connection could be rejected only if there were 
more authoritative theans indicative of their connection with the one parti- 
cular action only. As a matter of fact, however, there is nothing to 


establish any sort of syntactical connection between the fist closing and 


the addressing. There is mere proximity of the two sentences and 
certainly the context is more authoritative than mere proximity. 


TAS a aaraa N RX II 
aarti Vakyandm, the sentence, ¥ Cha, also. aweeaq Samâptatwât, being 
completing themselves, 
95. Also because every one of the sentences is complete 
in itself.” ——25. 
COMMENTARY, 


A further reason why there-can. be-no syntactical connection between 


the two sets of sentences lies in the fact that every one of them is complete 
in itself and thus there is absent the principal condition necessary for 
syntactical connection as laid down in Sutra 111-46. 


Adhikarana XV,.—The quartering pertains to the 
Agneya cake only. ; 


dg gaia: STENT E, 
( wat gaa, ) 


wa: Segah, the auxiliary. ‘g Tu, really. qwign: Guyasamyuktah, connected 
with the accessory detail, ea: Sidhdrayab, common to all. ita Pratiyeta, 
should“ be recognised, Ra: Mithah, mutually. tay Tesâm, of be airea 
asambandhat, absence af connection, SUA N ges 


dul CARA’ j4, sa. 26, 97. 


J ‘The heeled abaan with the accessory 
details dodd be taken as common to all specially as there 
is no special connection between the two.’ 26, 


Re COMMENTARY. 

We have spoken of the application of accessory details, in accordance 
with order in which they are mentioned ; and we now proceed to consider 
whether that application is possible to a part also, or only to the whole. 

In connection with the Daria PArnamdsa, we find the sentence,— 
agneyam chaturdha karoti; and with regard to this there arises the ques- 
tion as to whether the ‘ chaturdhakarana’ (quartering) is to be done to the 
Agneya cake only, or to the Agnisomiya and Aindragna cakes also. 

The Pdrvapaksa embodied in the stitra is that the Quartering. 
applies to all the three cakes as the Aindrigna and the Agnisomeya 
cakes are also entitled to the name Agneya as the cake dedicated to Indra 
and Agni can certainly be spoken as dedicated to Agni. Nor is there any 
other text which makes the Quartering more near! y related to the Agtieya 
cake than to the others. | 

In connection with this sûtra a curious fact reveals itself. From 
the closing lines of Bhagya on this sûtra it is clear that the Bhasya reads. 
the stra as tesam sambandhat as what it says is ‘as follows (Page 241). 


“If there were no relationship between the Agnisomlya and. the 
Agneya cakes, then thoro would have been some justification for restrict- 
ing the quartering to the Agneya cake only as it is, however, there is a 
relationship between.the two so that there should be no such restriction,” 
On the otherhand we have the Tantravartika quoting the Bhasya as 

‘mithaslisdmasambandhit achodandé syat’ it is not easy to reconcile this 
quotation with the above declaration of the Bhasya. 


aaan aaa RIRA aan ae 
UTA gA: 1 Vw t 


maen Vyavasthd, restriction. m Va, but, wisma Arthasamyogaét, on account 

of connection with the direct meaning. fay Lifigasya, of the indicative power. sia 

Arthena, with such meaning, dar Sambandhat, connection, waat Laksapartha, 
serving the purposes of indication, graft: Gupasrutih, subsidiary text. 

27. “ There should be restriction as there is an actual 

relationship with the direct meaning of the word specially ag 

the indicative power is connected with such meaning as for | 


PORva-uiwausa-sOrras, 111 apuvaya. AQT 


Loewner atnten imate 


the subsequent mention of the Agneya it is for the purpose 
of indicating the talk of the Agneya cake—.27. 
i ON duet a hea y COMMENTARY. | i 

The Siddhanta is that the Quartering should apply to the Agneya 
cake only as the very signification of the word Agneya makes it clear that it 
must be one that is dedicated to the single deity Agni ; whenever. Agni is 


‘taken conjointly with any other deity the ‘dhak’ pratyaya becomes 


impossible so that the presence of the dhak pratyaya in the word Agneya 
makes it clear that the name can be applied only to that cake which is 
dedicated to Agni and Agni alone so that this restriction is indicated by 
that indicative power of the word ‘Agneya’ which makes known the par- 


ticular deity. In support of the Purvapakga they have cited the text‘ Ag- 


neryasya mastakam bibhajya prasritayamabadhyati’ where even though 
what is mentioned is the Agneya only yet the avadana is made out of 
all the cakes. The answer to this is that the meaning of this text is that 
when the several cakes are cut the cutting of the Agneya should be done 
at its head so that it only serves the purpose of indicating a particular 
spot in the Agneya cake for a special purpose and has just no bearing 
in the present question. 


anusmssorenauantso t 


THIRD ADHYAYA. 
Second Papa. \ 


Adhikarana I.—Mantras are employed according to 
their primary meaning (Bahirnydya), 


ahama (aad) aay wear: | 


eat amga a PTAA | 8 


maaari Arthavidhanasimarthyat, because of the power of denoting 


things. +g Mantresu, among mantras. aaa: Sesabhava, subsidiary 


fy 


I 


character. am SyAt, should be. wera Tasmàât, there, seafedara: Utpatti sambandhah, 


connection with tho primary. mat Arthena, with meaning. fiewamm Nityasam- 


4 


1. “Inas much as subsidiary character of mantras de- 
pends upon their power of denoting things the particular 


yogat, on account of eternal relation. 


mantra should he taken as related to its primary denotation — 


as it is only with such denotation that they are eternally 
related,’’-—1. 
COMMENTARY, 

Wo now proceed to deal with the application of Mantras in accord- 
ance with their own ‘Linga’. By ‘Linga’ is meant the capability of 
the Mantra to signify something; and as a matter of fact, this capability 
is sometimes found to pertain to the direct primary, and sometimes to 
the indirect secondary meaning. And. heuce in the ease of Mantras it 
is doubtful whether they are to be used in their primary sense or in the 
secondary one. 

The discussion in the Bhasya is started with reference to a typical 
mantra ‘barhirdevasadanam dami’ the question is whether this’ mantra 
is to be used in the chopping of Kuga grass only which is directly 
denoted by the word ‘harhi’ or in that of any grass, which could be only 
secondarily or indirectly indicated by the word. 

The Pûrvapakşa view is that the use of a mantra always depends 
upon the expressive power of its words and the word ‘barhi’ is as expres- 
sive of the Kuga as of any other grass so that there is nothing to justify 


[MAMSA-SUTRAS. — TILA 


“the: Fauan ‘of the mantra to the halen of, Kuda lone The 
Weeder gained by this view is that, when we find, in the context of 
the Darsa Pûrnamåsa certain Mantras with the word ‘Pagan’, we do 
not find it necessary toremove these Mantras to another sacrifice, even 
though there is no such déity as Pasan in the Daria Parnamdsa ; be- 
ee the word ‘Pagan’ indirectly indicates ‘Agni’, which is a deity at 
that sacrifice, while if any preference were tobe shown to the direct 
i -denotation of the word ‘Risan’, then it would be necessary to remove 
ni the Mantras from the context in which they are actually mentioned in 
the Veda. In the same manner inasmuch as the word ‘Agni’ would 


n indicate the Súrya, the Injunction (that the ectype is to be performed 
in the same way as the archetype) would be duly followed, even without 


changing the words of the Mantra (i.e., the Sauryacharn is a modification 
or eetype of the Agneya Charn, and the Mantra laid down for the latter 
being “agnayetva’, etc, when one comes to offer the Saurya Charn, he 
-employs the same Mantra, but as the deity is not Agni, but Surya, in this 
ease he changes ‘Agnayetva’ into surydyatvas, and this change would 
not be necessary according to the Pûrvapakşa as the word Agni would 
be significant of Surya as of Agni). 


l In reply to the above Purvapaksa we have the following Siddhanta 
embodied in the sûtra as follows :— 


Mantras become auxiliaries to sacrifices, only on account of their 
capability of expressing certain meanings ; and when they have this 
purpose served by their direct primary meanings, the acceptance of 
their secondary meaning would involve the necessity of assuming another 
text, 

That is to say, in accordance with thelaw laid down under the 
Sdtra TI-1-31, the Mantras even in their direct significations, lead to the 
assumption of texts, pertaining to their application. And hence if we 
were to accept them in their secondary signification, which totally 
abandons the primary, then in both cases it would be necessary to assume 
Vedic texts. And even while the Mantra indicates the secondary meaning 
if it denote beforehand its primary meaning algo,—then inasmuch as 
there would be no reason for passing over this primary meaning, when 
the text pertaining to that meaning has been once assumed, all the require- 
` ments of the Mantra, of the sacrifice in question, as also of the Injunc- 
- tions regarding the study of the Veda, will have been fulfilled by that 
text, and hence there would be no ground for assuming any other text; 
and the Mantra could not be applied in its secondary sense. 


or U 


EAA Samskarakatwat, on account of its sanctificatory character. aa 
Achodite, to that which is not enjoyed. a xq Na syåt, cannot apply. i 
> 2. The Mantra being a sanctificatory factor cannot, 


apply to that which is not enjoyed.—2, 
COMMENTARY, 

This stra meets what the Pdrvapaksa has said with regard to the- 
word ‘Pusan’, That the Mantras of the Darsa Pûrnamâsa do not apply: 
to Pusan ete, which are not enjoined as its deities, is only reasonable A 
because all Sanetifications appertain to that which has to he Sanetijied ; and 
hence the indicative power ofthe Mantra, which is more authoritative 
than the context, would make it applicable to Pasana ete, and not to 
the Deities of the Darga Parnamdsa, - i 


Adhikarana TI.——The TANA mantras apply to tag 
garhpatya. (garhpat yonyaya) 


qaaa qrii SANT | 3 | 
ama Vachanat, because of the subsequent injunction, wart Ayath4rtham, 
not in its direct sense. ten Aindri, the aindri mantra, wm Syåt, should be 
taken. | 
3. “The Aindri mantra should not be employed in — 


its direct literal sense because of the direct injunction.” —3. 


COMMENTARY, 


We now proceed to deal with an exception to the general rule 
arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

The sentetce cited in connection with this Adhikarana is—‘nive- 
- chanat sangamako vasinamiti aindryd garhpatyamupatisthalt,’ and though 
this Mantra is as applicable to the sacrificial fire (GArhapata) as to Indra, 
yet, the special mention of ‘aindrya’ shows that it is to be taken in its 
direct sense applying to Indra. Some poopie, however, take the present 
Adhikarana as based upon the sentence ‘ Kadachanastariraisi........ Indra 
ete. 

Tn both these sentences, however, the question is the same, viz- 
fs the mantra to be taken in its direct literal meaning, and as such 
recited is descriptive of Indra or is it be to taken in its indirect 
meaning, and thereby applied to the sacrificial fire, on the strength of 
the subsequent direction ? 


\ 


PORVA-M1 


On the above question we have the following Pûrvapaksa :— 

In accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
Adhikarana, the Mantra must be taken as applying to the Deseription of 
Indra. Then, as forthe accusative ending in ‘garhapatyan’ it could be 
taken as indicating other agencies, such as the vocative or the Ablative 

etc, just as in the case of the sentence ‘Saktin Juhoti, the accusative 

in saktdn is taken as indicating the Instrumental ;— similarly in the case 
in question, inzemuch as the objectivity (expressed by the Accusative) 
is found to be incompatible, we cannot attach any direct significance 
to it, and must take as indicating mere agency in general, Consequently, 
in accordance with the sftra VI-i-l, the sacrificial fire (Gaérhapatya) 
becomes subsidiary to the Description (of Indra . : 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhanta embodied 
in the sûtra :-— 

On account of the clear injunction aindrya garhapatyam praisthale | 

the mere indicative power of the mantra can have no force against it 
‘go that when we haye toconsider which of the two the mantra or the 
injunction has to relinquish its direct meaning we cannot but decide 
that it is the mantra that should do so. Thus the mantra in question 
has to be employed in connection with the ‘gârhapatya.’ 


AUST aa SNA AETR ETT | 2 | 


qmq Crupat, due to certain circumstances and qualities. a Va, but. afi Api, 
also. mam Abhidhdnam, indication, erm Syat, should be, sara Sambandhasya, 
the relationship. amerga Agdastrahetuwat, not being dependent upon scrip- 
tural injunctions. | 

4. The required indication would be based upon cer- 
tain common characteristics specially as the relationship of © 
their words and their meanings is not determined by scrip- 
tural injunctions.—4. 
COMMENTARY. 

On behalf of the Parvapaksa it may be urged that in the absence 
of any scriptural texts there can be no justification for making the word 
Indra of the mantra apply to fire. But the answer to this would be that 
as a matter of fact in the case of no word is its denotation determined by 
scriptural texts and as for the word Indra applying to fire this is quite 
possible because of the following characters which are common to both. 

(1) Both are connected with the sacrifice | 

(2) The word Indra as derived from the root “ Indi ’ which signifies 
supreme lordship is as applicable to the fire as to the god Indra. © 


eit 


[KARANA, St. 5, 6. 


Pr ane 
į 


Adhikarana a I —The Mantras speaking of calling 
are to be employed in calling. 


agma |X | 


am Tathå, similarly. mga AhvAnam, calling. sfà Api, also, Aa Chet, it 
this be urged. i : 

5. It may be said that the law of the preceding 
Adhikarana applies to the case of the Mantras that mention 
calling.—5. | 
COMMENTARY. 

‘We have dealt with the general rule that mantras are to be taken 
in their primary sense, and also with an exception to this rale. We now 
proceed to consider which cases are subject to the general rule and which 
to the exception. 

There isa mauntra— Haviskrtehi ete. which speaks of the calling | 
of the sacrificer’s who propares the offering material, and with regard 
to this mantra, we have the following question: Is it to be applied 
to that calling, the mention of ‘ threshing’ tn the direction accompanying 
the mantra (iti triravaghnanahvayati) being explained as pointing out the 
time for the ‘calling’? Of, in the strength of the direction, the mantra 
is to be applied to the ‘threshing’ which is the first to be mentioned in 
the direction, and not to the calling to which it literally pertains ? 

The Parvapaksa view embodied in the sûtra is as follows :— 


As the text directly mentions the ‘threshing’ and the word havig- 
krita in the mantra is capable of being taken as applying, even though 
indirectly to the threshing which also is something that helps in the 
making of the ‘havisa’,—the present case is exactly analogous to the 
one dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana so that the mantra in question 
should be taken as applying to the threshing and not to the calling. 


a arafatrantenara | Ê | 


« Na, not so, wafa: Kalvidhih, indication of time. Aiae ChoditatwAt, 
because it is already known. 


6. “It cannot be so; the subsequent direction only 
points out the time which is already recognised by ex- 


perience.—6. 
4 


COMMENTARY, _ a 


The ‘subsequent direction on which ‘the Pfrvapaksa lays great 
stress cannot be taken as laying down the use of the mantra at the 
‘ threshing ’ as the actual threshing being already enjoined elsewhere all 
that the present direction does is to lay down the threefoldness of the 
repetition and it also serves the purpose of pointing. out the time at, which 
the mantra is to be recited, though this time does not stand in the need 
of being enjoined as it is well-known from ordinary experience that one 
“who is to prepare the offering material is to be called at the time that the 
material is going tobe prepared. Jt is in view of this fact that the 
VArtika declares that by the word ‘vidhi’ in Kalvidhi means only point- 
ing out and not injunction. 


The Subodhini in construing the sûtra' adds a second ‘ Na’ and 
takes it to mean (1) “that the direction cannot be taken as enjoining 
the mantra in connection with the threshing; (2) that it cannot be taken 
as enjoining the time.” Butin the way that the Vartika has taken the 
sûtra there appears to be no justification for interfering in the wording 


of the sftra. 
TUTATATA 119 | 


yuna Gunibhavat, on account of the absence of the character. 
COMMENTARY, 


It has been urged by the Parvapaksa that the word ‘haviskrita’ 
can be applied to the threshing but this is not possible as the character 
of making the offering material and by its very nature it is incapable of 
being called or addressed which calling is directly mentioned in the 


” 


mantra. 


The Vartika adds ‘though you could in some way or other, assume 
the threshing to be the ‘ maker of the offering material’ yet the subsequent 
word ‘ahvayati’ (calls) would be absolutely meaningless, in regard to the 
inanimate threshing, And further we find the vocative case ending (in 
Haviskrit) and then an order or request (to come) contained in the word 
tehi’, which.is in the second person singular, all this would be absolutely 
meaningless if the Mantra were applied to the Threshing. On the other 
hand, when the mantra is applied to the Saérificer’s wife, who is an 
animate and intelligent being, all that has been indieated becomes 
applicable and useful; consequently the words of the Mantra cannot be 

accepted as applying it to the Threshing. st s ` 


nt PADA, IV ADHIKARANA, Så. 8, b, 10. 


SS -~ 
= ate 


fgg Liñgáchcha, also on account of other indications, 
COMMENTARY. 

Close upon the sentence under consideration, we find the sentence 
‘våâgvati haviskrt ’ where we find the ‘maker of the offering material ` 
eulogised distinctly as a feminine character ; and this would be applicable 
only to the sacrificer’s wife ; as otherwise (if it were taken as applying to 
the Threshing), inasmuch as the action (of Threshing) has not its gender 
restricted to the feminine being, as a matter of fact, of an imperceptible 
gender, the eulogy in question could be applied to it, only indirectly, by 
applying the word ‘ kriyd’ (which is in the feminine gender), 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the mantra is subsidiary i 
to the calling. The Subodhini reads the sitra as itaseha tathdlingat). 


Ariana era e | 


Raan: Vidhikopah, incompatibility of direct injunction, Cha, also, wud 
Upadede, if the direction in question be taken as enjoining the use of a mantra, 
eq SyAt, would be, 

9. “ There would be an incompatibility of injunctions 
if the direction in question were taken as laying down the 
use of the mantra in connection with ‘ Threshing. —9. 

COMMENTARY. 
As a matter of fact we find that an entirely different mantra— 
‘avaraksodibah’ ete., is distinctly laid down as to be used in connection 
with the ‘Threshing’ so that if the direction in question be taken as 
laying down another mantra there would be a couflict of in junctions. 


Adhikarana IV.—The mantras speaking of walking round 
the fire are to be employed in connection with the 
same direction. 


anera Aa | go | 


am Tathâ, similarly, sewer? Utthâna visarjane, with rising and giving 
vent, i 
10. ‘Similarly with rising and giving vent.” —-10. 
COMMENTARY. 
In connection with the Jyotistoma, we find the sentencès, uttistan 
anvdha agnidagnin vihara, and vratam krnuta iti vdcham visrjati, and in 


i PORV A-M2MAMSA-SOTRAS, II apuyaya | 


regard to these, there arises a question as to whether the two mantras 

| agnidagnin ete., and ‘eratan Krnuta,’ are enjoined as) applying to the 

‘rising’ and the ‘giving vent to speech’; or these two latter are mentioned 

simply with the pur pose of pointing out the time of the recitation of the 
two mantras, 

The Parvapaksa view is that the mantras to be employed in the 
act of ‘rising’ and in the act of ‘giving vent to speech’ respectively, 
Pot the Siddhânta as embodied in the sûtra is that the ‘rising’ and 
‘giving vent to speech’ only indicate the time just asin the preceding 
Adbikarana, 


Adhikarana V.---The Su. hapati îs employed in the 
offering of the grass bundle. 


amar a areaahy: seeders 1 8k | 
ga Siktavake, in the Suktavak, 4 Cha, also, mafia; KAalavidhih, injunction 
of time. verte (PararthatwAt) because it sorves another purpose, 
4, “The Siktavaka must be taken as laying down 
the time as they serve different purposes — 4, 
COMMENTARY, 

Tn connection with the Daréa-Parnaintsa we find the sentence 
suktivakena prastaram prastarati; and there arises the question as to 
whether this sentence lays down the Saktavdka as subsidiary to the 
Offering of the grass bundle, or it only indicates the Time. And i in this 
question we have the following. : 

PURVAPAKSA, 

The Sfiiktavaka (i.¢., the mantra Tdam dydndprithivi. ete. i servo the 
purpose of pointing out the Deity, and the Prastara (the Bundle of grass) 
serves as the place for the keeping of the Sru}, and hence both of these, 
having their purposes served independently of each other, do not stand 
in the need of being related to each other by the relationship of the 
Primary and the Subsidiary; and hence the sentence must be taken as 
pointing out the Time, The instrumental ending in ‘ stktdvdkena’ may 
bes explained as indicating the qualification (Panini ILiii-21), 


sd ar arenasi FY arkena L&R I 


| swat Updesah, injunction. = Va, but. wewa: Yajya sabdah, the name 
‘yajya,’ fe Hi, because, amema Nakasmat, could not be meaningless, 


~ 12. “ But the sentence must be taken as an injunction 
(of the mantra as applying to the offerin of the grass 
ppiymg 8 g 


that is taken as Subsidiary to the Action; and. being thereby similar in 
character to the other subsidiaries of sacrifices, it becomes capable of 


siktdvakend yajydsabdah’ 
Rone © ‘ 
maT: AAMT L 23 | 


the Deity, aima Tatsamyogat, only on account of its connection with it. 


the deity only on-account if its connection (with the offering 
to the deities therein indicated)—13. 
; COMMENTARY. 

It has been urged in the Pûrvapakşa that as the sfiktivika serves 


the parpose of indicating the deity it cannot be connected with the offer- 


ing. But in answer to this it is pointed out as follows :— 


Though it is quite true that the words of the Siaktdvdka itself point i 


to ‘the fact of its serving the purpose indicating the Deity, yet this indica- 
tive capability does not disappear from it, when it is employed in connec- 
tion with the offering of the grass bundle, because in this latter it is not 
employed in any other way (then the one justified by the indication of 
The fact is that the capablity of the Suktdvaka to indicate 


the words). 
ad of a reconciliation with the Direct Declaration 


the deity stands in ne 


‘stiktavdkena prastaram prastarati.’ and this latter Declaration also, finding 


the sitktavdkea itself making no mention of the said offering and finding 


itself incapable in the absence of such indicativeness (of the offering), 
of applying it to the said offering, and yet not taking upon itself the 
responsibility of creating a fresh indicative potency, keeps looking out 


one coat neem iors inn ea 


time indirectly indicated by the Sûktåvâka. And it is only the Suktâvåka 


having the name ‘ydjya’ applied to it;—as is done in the declaration + j 


a Sa; the Sûktâvåka. ert: Devatârthah, serving the purpose of indicating 


13. “The Saktavaka serves the purpose of indicating. 


PORVA-MIMAMSA-SOTRAS. III ADHYAYA. Ñ 


A 


for some ‘such way in which the sûktâvâka could be employed in the 
work mentioned by it, and yet not atepping beyond what is signified 
by the words of the mantra itself. Under the circumstance what can be 
more natural than that the saktavaka mautra should be connected with 
that same action of offering along with which it is mentioned and as the 
offering is to those same deities that are indicated in the Saktavaka the 
incongruity urged by the Parvapakga entirely ceases, 


N Cas 
aA RRRA, Rpg AAE Tara | R? 
afafa: Pratipattih, a purificatory offering of disposal. «fi Ma Itichet, if it be 
urged, faga Svigtakrit, like the svistakrit offering. swiet: Ubhvayasans 
kArah two fold character, 


14. “Lit be urged that the throwing of the grass 
bundle into the fire is only an offering of disposal, our 
answer is that like the swistakrita offering the action 


would have a two-fold character—14, 
COMMENTARY, 

An objection is raised. The bundle of grass is one on which the 
ladle has been kept during the sacrifice so that when it is laid down 
that itshould be thrown into the fire it is only by way of disposing of 
the thing for which there is no further use. Thus being of the nature 
of disposal offering the action cannot stand in need of a mantra; hence 
the Saktavaka can have no connection with the action. 

The answer to the above is that though itis true that the grass is 
thrown into the fire by way of disposal, yet it is also true that it can be 
also taken as an independent offering. Justas the svistakrit offering is 
both an independent sacrifice and a disposal offering, Even if it were 
merely a disposal offering it could not necessarily follow that it cannot 
have a mantra subsidiafy to it. Because such an offering is distinctly 
seen to serve a useful purpose; and for the sake of the bringing about 
of the transcendental result, proceeding from the Restriction laid down, it 
would certainly stand in need of certain Vedic accessories (in the shape of 
the mantra ete.) 

And thus there can be nothing incongruous in applying the 
. SAktavaka to the Offering of the grass bundle, teh: 
bens Vartika has broken up the sûtra into two sitras one embody- 
ing the objection and the other the answer. 


PADA, VI ADILIRARANA, Sù: 15. w 


Adhikarana VI.—The Sûktâvåkas are to be employed 


in accordance with their meaning. 


PAU SATA TAAAAT | LY | 


gera Kritsnopadesat, on account, of being enjoined as a complete 
whole, sma ubhayatra, at both. aiam Sarvavachanam, the recitation of the whole. 
15. “ Because itis enjoined as one complete whole 
the whole of it should be recited on both occasions.—15. 
COMMENTARY, | | 
Reverting to the original subjects of the Darsa Parnamdsa, we pro- 
ceed to consider the question as to whether the whole of the Siktaniha 
is to be recited at the Darsa as well as the Purnamdsa sacrifices, or | 
portions of it ave to be extracted in the case of each of these in consideration 
of the Deities (connected with the sacrifices and spoken of by the Mantras.) 
And on this question we have the following :— ANESH 
Pûrvapakşa.—“ The whole of it is to be recited at each of the two 
sacrifices. Because if the Mantras, as it appears in the text, that is called 
the Sitkidvdka ; and if extracts were made from it, it would cease to be 
Sdktavdka ; and hence in this latter case, the offering of the grass-bundle 
would be made with a mantra thatis not Siktdvdka and that would be 
an infringement of the Injunction Sihktavakena Prastaram Prastaratt,”’ 


TAS AT WHyAGERTA, | Ve | 
qua YathArtham, in accordance with the meaning. # VA but, Ñmpmiemem 


Sesabhutasamsk drat, because purificatory of auxiliaries, 

16. But the mantras are to be used in accordance with 
their meaning because they are meant to be purificatory 
of auxiliaries. —1L6. 

j COMMENTARY, 

. Asa matter of fact the use of mantras depends upon what their. 
words signify so that from among the Stikt@vaka Mantras-those whose 
words are indicative of the deities of the Darsa sacrifice should be used 
at that sacrifice while those others should be used at the Pûrnamâsa 
whose words, indicate the deities of that sacrifice and reason for this 
lies in the fact that the only useful purpose served by the Mantra consists 
in sanctifying certain sacrificial auxiliaries so that at any particular 
sacrifice only that much of the Mantra has to be used whose words have 
a sanctificatory bearing, on the auxiliaries of that sacrifice (vide III-ii-2), 
The propriety of the use of only extracts from mantras is further explained 
under (II-i-13 to 29 and 12-3-29). 


AEEA N AAE SLNIS AES ES EE NG 


mans I to 1 


17. Objection :—But on account of the direct injune- 
tion (the whole and not mere extracts should be used.—17. 
COMMENTARY. 

An objection is raised. The text distinctly says that the offering 
is to be made with the Sakidrdka and as the name Sitkidedka applies 
to the whole body of Mantras and not to mere extracts from tbem any 
use of such extracts would be contrary to the injunction. 


TRUITT SAMHAIN: 1S | 
mA Prakarnaybhidgat, as there would be not disjoining from the 
context. a Uve, both. afi Prati, to. wema: Kritsansabdah, the word ‘whole.’ 


18. The word “ whole” could apply to the two parts as 


both would appear in the same context.—-18. 
COMMENTARY. 


One part of the Siktivaka is used at the Darga Sacrifice and another 
part al the Parndmasa sacrifice and asthe Darsa and Pûrnamâsa together 
form one context we can certainly say that the whole of the Sfiktavaka 
has been used; even though the two parts of it have been used at two 
diferent times, yet it cannot be denied that the whole of it has been used 
at the single composite sacrifice named the Darsa Pûrnâmâsa. 


The Bhasya has taken exception to the above exposition of the 
Siddhanta. Its objections arethus explained in the Vartika. The 
Primary sacrifices are laid down with reference to a certain result, and 
not with reference to the method; consequently it is only with rogard 
to the Result,—and not with regard to the method,-~that they could be 
meant tobe taken in combination (with oneanother). Because it is the ` 
method that is laid down with reference to the Primary sacrifices; as 
otherwise, if it were not so laid down, it could not perform an auxiliary 
to these sacrifices, and then if the method be taken as enjoined, then 
inasmuch as it would be wholly impossible for this method and the 
Primary Sacrifices to be enjoined with reference to each other,—as that 
would leave them wholly unconnected, the method could not but 
be taken as enjoined with reference to the Primary sacrifice. And 
inasmuch av these Primary Sacrifices or Uddechyas, i.e., those with reference 
to whom something is enjoined) no significance can be attached to their 
combination, which is denoted by the Dvandva compound (Darga-Parna- 
masibhyam). Consequently, the sentence laying down the method being’ 


eve hss s sons “I apirydy 


i eco as bose with dach one of those sacrifices, each of the Pei why ‘I 
sacrifices must be accepted. to be connected with the whole of the method 
and the performance also coming to be done accordingly, inasmuch as | 


each of the six Primary Sacrifices constituting the Darga and the Pfr. 


naindsa, performed at different points of time, would be complete in Mi) 


itself, the Hecitation of the Saktavaka would be done but once, and 
would apply to all the rest. Thus, then, though the Saktavaka may not 
be repeated with each of the six Primary Saerifices—tho Agneya and 


the rest like the Prayaja, yet the whole of it will have to be repeated once 


on the oceasion of the Darsa, as well as once of that of the Parnamdsa 
As otherwise, the Prayaja ete. also would have to be performed in parts; 
for which there would be no authority at all, Consequent, on account 
„of the superior authority of direct Declaration (Sdktdvdkena, ete.) We 
should set aside the Indications of the Mantra words; and take the 
Siktdvaka (as applied to the grass-bundle offering) Siion i in an indirect 
secondary sense, or as leading to certain imperceptible results, or as 
indicating, for the offering, other Deities (than those related to the Darsa- 


Pûrnamåsa,) 


In view of the above considerations the Bahsya puts forward the 
Siddhanta as follows :-— 
When extracts are made of the Sûktávâka in accordance with the 


significations of its various parts, each of these extracts becomes a: 


Sdktavika because there are many Siktdvdkas, specially as we find that 
the various mantras Agniridam ete., (constituting the Saktavdka, which are 
capable of indicating seyéral Deities connected with different sacrifices, 
serving distinct purposes independently of one another, do not form a 
single sentence by being syntactically connected. Hence it must be 
admitted that there are many Súktâvåkas (contained in the SAktdvdka) each 
of which is supplied with elliptical portions from that which precedes as 
also from that which follows it. For instance-—{1) there is one SAktdvdka 
beginning with the mantra Idamdydviprthivi ete, and ending with 
agniridam ete, '2) while there is another beginning with ‘ Idamdyavi- 
prihivi, ete., and ending with Somidam, ete, 


Thus then, we find that among these Sûktâvåâkas, which differ with 
each different deity, and which are amenable to the same procedure of 
recitation,—there are some that are recited as common to many. And 
hence whichever of these may he recited at the offering of the grass-bundle, 
the offering will have been done with the Súktâvâka (as declared in 
the injunction, Sûktåvákena Prastéram Prastarati.) 

5 


Ie 


The Vartika however is not satisfied with this. exposition of the 
Siddhanta, Tt says:—It must be admitted that though, every one of the 
sentences is complete within itself, as regards its meaning,—yet, inasmuch 
as they are all enjoined with reference to the Offering (of the grass- 
bundle), all of them combined should be taken as forming a single 
sentence. i 

Tfeach of them were a distinct sentence by itself then we would 
have the following anomalies: (1) each of them would have to be recited 
‘separately, because at the time ofthe performance the Deity is the princi- 
pal factor; just as in the case of the mantras of the Upasad, Dakgina eto., 
and (2) inasmuch the singular number (in Siktdvakéna) would be sig 
aificant with reference to the offering of thegrass-bundle, its requirements 
would be fulfilled by the recitation of any one of the sentences. 

Thus, then, we conclude that in the Darsa, as. well as in the 
Parnamdasa, sacrifices, ‘the wtkidvdka to be recited is only that much 
which contains the words pointing out the Deities of each sacrifice,-— 
such recitation being quite in keeping with law and reason. 


Adhikarana VII.—The “ KRamyaydjyanuvakya mantras 
belong to the Kamya sacrifices only. 


RS MASATSATAa, Rgh SATA | RE | 

igang Lingakramasamikhyanat, on account of the cumulative foree 
of Indicative power, order of sequence and Name. aren Kamyayuktam, in 
connection with the Kamya sacrifices only, aw ‘Samamnénam, the recit- 
ing. ' 7 

19. “ On account of the cumulative force of Indicative 
power, Order of sequence and Name, the reciting should be 
‘done in connection with the Kâmya sacrifices only,”’—19. 

COMMENTARY. : 

We find the Kémya sacrifices. (7.e., those performed with a view 
to certain desirable results)—-Aindradgna and the rest—laid down ina 
definite order of sequence ; and we also find laid down, in the same order 
certain ` yajyåpuronuvákyá couplets, associated with the name ‘ Ramya 
and pertaining to the same deities (Indra, Agni ete.,) as those of the 
Kåmya sacrifices, 

And in regard to these there arises the question as to whether these 
couplets, from their indicative power, are to be employed, irrespective of 


& 


the order in which they are mentioned, in all the sacrifices that happen 
to be connected with those Deities, or they are to be employed only in the — 
aforesaid Kdmya sacrifices, in the same order in which these latter are ` 
mentioned. 


Piirvapiksa.—On the above question the Purvapaksa is that—“ The 
couplets, through their Indicative power, are to be employed in all the 
sacrifices that have those Deities.”’ 

The Siddhinta as embodied in the sitra is that the use of the 
mantra is regulated not by its Indicative power alone but by Indicative 
power, Order of sequence and naime and there is no doubt that on the 
strength of all these three the mantras in question are to be employed only 
in the Kdmya sacrifices and that too in the same order in which these 
latter are mentioned. 


Adhikarana VIII.— The upasthana of the Agnidhra priest 
should be done with those mantras that are found in the 
same context, 


AAR a maA: arag Reang t xe | 


mam? Adhikâre, in connection with a certain sacrifice, 4 Cha also, » 
waña: Mantravidhib, injunction of mantra to be employed. warty Tadå- 
ksesu, to those not appearing in the same context figa Siştawât, because 
both are enjoined. 

20. “In regard to any saerifice when a certain mantra 
is enjoined it applies also to the mantra appearing in the same 
context as this also isas much enjoined as the mantra 
appearing in the same context.—20. 

COMMENTARY, 

In connection with the Jyotistoma we find the direction that the 
Agnidhra should be worshipped with the Agneya mantra. The ques- 
tion arising as to whether it is the particular Agneya mantra found iu 
JyotistomA section that is to be used or that as well as any other 
Agneya mantra,—the Pfrvapaksa view is that the direction used the 
general term Agneya and as every mantra is equally capable of being 
used at sacrifices the name should be taken as applying equally to 
all Agneya mantras, irrespective of the context in which they may be 
found. 


ag at TadAkhyova, those that are mentioned as belonging to the sacrifice 
W named. naeia Prakaraņopapattibhyãm, on account of context and reasons. 
21. Only those mantras should be used that are 

m spoken of as belonging to the sacrifice under treatment, 
on account of context and reasons.’ —21. 
i COMMENTARY. 

‘Tho Siddbanta embodied in this stra is that only Agneya ‘mantras 
are to be used that are mentioned along with the Jyotigtoma, Firstly, 
| bocause on the ground of context the connection between the two is only 
natural; secondly, because there are other reasons also in support of 
this view, Ono of which is that when the upasthâna is mentioned in the 
section of Jyotistoma it is clearly meant that it helps in the Apûrva 
following from the Jyotigtoma, which shows that the mantras chosen 
algo should be those that are closely related to that same Jyotigtoma. 

Another reason put forward by the Bhasya is that the Pdrvapaksa 

view involves a syntactical split. This is thus explained in the Vartika :— 
In the sentence in question, the upasthana i is not laid down as due to the 
form of the Agnidhra himself; nor is it an independent action, leading 
to a certain desirable result, because no such result is mentioned in 
connection with it; hence it must be admitted that the upasthana is per- 
formed with a view to help in the accomplishment of the Apurva resulting 
from the J yotistoma sacrifice. And consequently the sentence in ques- 

tion comes to be taken as laying down a particular action in connection 
with the Jyotistoma. The injunction of this particular action could be 
possible only when there was a general action already enjoined ; and then 
if the same sentence (dgndyya ete.) were to lay down the connection of 
the Agneyi verses with the general as well as with the partiewlar action, 
then there would be a syntactical split. 


aANT BAIA HATA ale sere! 


IRR I 
aria: Anarthah, useless, $ Cha, also. sau; Upadesah, injunction, amt 
 Syât; would be. wiwami Asambandhât, on account of non-connection, weaat 
‘Phalavata, with a fruitful action. = Na, not, fẹ Hi, because. evra’ Upasthânam, 
‘the action of ùpasthâna, wead Phalavat, fruitful. _ 
22. “The injunction would be wholly useless on account 
of non-connection with a fruitful action, specially as the 


upasthana is not fruitful.” ——22. 


COMMENTARY. 


Another reason. in support of the siddhanta is that the injunction — 


of the Agneya mantra as a means to the upasthana would be wholly useless 
as it would have no convection with any desirable result, because as for 
the upasthana itself it is not deseribed as leading to any result and as for 
the result of the Jyotistoma there can be no connection with this as 
according to the Pairvapaksa view of the present case the employment 
of details is not to be governed by context. ` 


araisa | 23 | 


asi Sarvesdm, of all, «Cha also, seam Upadistatwat, enjoining. 


20. “ And also because all mantrs are already - 
| nt y 


enjomed,—20. , 
' COMMENTARY. i 
It might be urged on behalf of the Pûrvapaksa that if only the 


Agneya mantra of the Jyotistoma context were to be used, then there 


would be no use. for the other Agneya mantras. But the answer to this 


is that the other Agneya inantras are as a matter of fact already enjoined — 


in relation to other fruitful actions. 


: - Adhikarana IX —The Bhaksdnuval: mantras are to be used 
“in connection with the holding ete., in accordance with wheat 
is indicated by their words, 


| fageemerareat wardar ByarHea 1 Re | 


Rema Lihgasamâkhyânâbhyâm, on account of indication and name, 


lady Bhaksirthata, employed in the eating, agre Anuvakasya, of tho 


anuvika. 
24. On account of its indicative power and name the 


Anuvaka must be employed in the eating. —24. 
COMMENTARY. 


We find the Bhaksa mantra laid down as follows: ‘ Bhakse hi md 
viga......5 Chi vaso purovase..... bahubhydm saghydsam, nrchaksantvd déva 
Taney avakhyésam, hinva mé......ma mê mdvitatrsah mandradbhibhutih kétuh 
EAE trpyatu......gdyatrachehhandasah Indrapitasya bhakshaydmi.’ With 
regard to the whole of this Anuvâka there arises the question as to whether 
the whole of it used in connection with the eating or the several parts of it 
are to be used in connection with the subsidiary actions of holding, 


PORVA-MIMAMSA-SUTRAS. III ADHYAYA. 


seeing and proper digesting as may be found to be indicated by the 
- words of the several sentences composing the Anuvâka. nels 
“On the above question we have the following Ptrvapaksa 
embodied in stra 24 as follows:— 
i Inasmuch as it is the Mating alone that is enjoined,-—as the word 
„ ‘Uhakgaydmi’ in the Anuvdka itself distinctly indicates that Bating,—as 
the whole of the Anuvdks, being held between the two words bhakgé 
and ‘ bhaksayami’ cannot possibly pertain to anything else,-—and, 
lastly, as, in accordance with the sútra IX-1-37, the Holding ete., also 
being mere concomitants of the principal action of Eating, the whole 
Anuvaka is capable of being taken as a single sentence syntactically 


connected,—the Anuvaka must be taken as to be used, in its complete 


form, in connection with the Eating specially as the entire anuvika is 
called the Bhaksanuvaka. i 


aaea aa A aTa I RY | 


wa Tasya, of it. Qumi Rûpopadesåbhyâm, on account of the peculiar 
form and injunction, avai: Apakarga, disjunction miw Arthasya, of the actions, 

afena choditatvat, on account of being laid down. * 

25. “The mantra is to be dissociated (from the eating) 
because of the peculiar form of the mantras and also be- 
cause of the direction, specially as the subsidiary actions. 
(of holding etc.) is also enjoined.” —26, 

COMMENTARY. 

The Siddhanta embodied in the sûtra is as follows:— 

As a matter of fact it is found that certain. words of the mantras 
are indicative of the subsidiary action of holding etc. Secondly, these 
subsidiary actions are also enjoined and as such stand in need of 
being connected with some mantra. From these two facts it is much 
more reasonable to associate the mantras with the actions indicated by 
their component words than to connect the whole with the single action: 
of eating. 


ee ee 


Adhikarana X.—F rom the word ‘mandra’ up to 
‘ bhaksayamv it is one mantra. 


giaa Aare: Siig TANTEI RE 


qafa Gundvidhandt, on account of mentioning a subsidiary detail. 
wafi Mandràdih, the sentence beginning with mandra. twara: Ekamantrah, 


Siy E 


oné mantra, = Sy, sia be. rr: Tayoh, oft tho two. im Ekâr thasarpyogtt, 
on account of expressing a single fact. | 


26. “The portion beginning | with anda! is to be i 


taken as a single mantra, because it speaks of one subsidiary 


detail; specially as the two sentences therein contained 


jointly express a single fact—26, 
- COMMENTARY. 

In the aforesaid ‘ Bhaksguntvaka we find the sentence mandrdbhi- 
bhitih......bhaksaydmi and in connection with this, there arise the ques- 
tion as to whether the sentence, from the beginning down to ‘trpyatw’ forms 


one mantra, and that beginning with ‘vaswmat’) down to the end forms 
© i 4 i 


another, or the two together form a single mantra. 

On this we have the following Parvapaksa. 

Inasmuch as, like Holding ete., in the previous Adhtkarana, the 
single fact of satisfaction is denoted by the sentence ending with ‘trpyatu’ 
this must be taken as a distinct mantra. 

SIDDHANTA, 


To this we make the following reply: That Action alone can form 


the object of Indication by mantras, which requires a distinct effort for 


its accomplishment,—and not these that merely follow on the wake of 
other actions. That is to say, in the ease of the Holding ete. we find that 
unless one performs these other actions, he cannot accomplish the 
Eating ; and hence it was only right for the performer, as well as for the 


scripture, to make a distinct effort (towards its performance and Indica- 


tion respectively). In the case in question, however, we find that for 
the satisfaction ‘of Hunger) there is no other effort possible than what is 
involved in Hating; and as such no useful purpose could be served by 
its indication (by the mantra). Consequently, we can explain the 
Imperative (in trpyatu,’ either as denoting a request ; or as having the 
force of the Present; and thereby the two sentences would be eonnected 
syntactically, —indicating ‘jointly’ the single act of Hating as qualified 
by satisfaction, — thus forming a single mantra, 


Adhikarana XI.—-The mantras beginning with the word 
‘Indra pitasya are employed by modification to all Eating. 


apama AAA AAT | 3Y | 


featur Lingavisesanirdesat, as the mantra distinctly indicates a 
particular thing. ag Samångvidhánesu, out of a number of those that 


are enjoined by the same ie aaezi iaiiaenbn those not dedica : ted 
to Indra. m Amantra twam, without any mantra, eh: 

24. “Inasmuch as the mantra indicates as Hartealar 
4 Eating’ out of a number in those that are all enjoined by 
the same Injunction,—the ‘ Eating’ of the soma other than 
hat dedicated to Indra is to be done without any 
“mantra ”—24., : nae 


! COMMENTARY. 
i [In connection with the Jyotistoma, there are several cups of soma 
dedicated to a number of Deities, Indra and the rest. The remnants of 
these offerings are to be eaten, and the mantra laid down in connec- 
tion with this eating is the Bhaksdnuvéka under consideration, And 
there now arises the question as to whether the mantra is he repeated 
with the eating of every one of the remnants, or of that alone which 
has been dedicated to Indra, and those of others are to be done 
without any mantras.] 
Inasmuch as the word Indrapitasya (in. the mantra) is eco-extensive 
with the soma (that is offered to Indra), as there are no words in the 
_ mantra indicative of those not dedicated to Indra, and lastly, as there 
can be no modifications in mantras connected with the Primary Actions, 
(and every one of the eatings is a distinct Primary by itself), it would 
appear that the eating of the soma dedicated to other Deities i is to be done 
without mantras, 
As against the above we have the following Pirvapakse. 


qureaaa acta fe ata 1 2c | 


wargaiat Yathidevatamyaé, or in accordance with the deity. arnafara Tat- 
prakyititvam, having that for its archetype. fe Hi, because, efi Dargayati, is 
shown. 


; 28. ‘‘ The mantra will have to be applied in accordance 
with the Deity (to whom the offering has been made); 
- because the offerings to the other Deity are shown to have 
their archetype in the offering made to Indra ”—--28. 
COMMENTARY. 


In connection with the eating of the soma dedicated to other 
Deities than Indra, the mantra is to be repeated with the necessary modi- 
fications; because the offerings to the other Deities are mere ectypes 
of the offerings to Indra, Though all the offerings are similar actions, 
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t ji "h un) i i . y z. 4 ý z ( 
v-* yet inasmuch as they are distinct actions, some would be mere offshoots 


of the other. And here we find that the offering of the Dhruvasoma to 
Indra forms the archetype of the other offerings, as is clearly shown by 
the mantra for the holding of the soma. 


It is interesting to note that the statement of Siddhdnta of this 
Adbikarana is postponed to the end of the Pada where sûtra 43 lays down 
the final Siddhinta derived from the discussions embodied jn sutras 
27 to 42, 


Adhikarana XII.—Indra also should be mentioned in 
connection with the Punarvinita soma. 


ainga Raag | RE | 


yR Punarambhinitegu, in connection with Punarambhinita offerings, 
ii Sarvesim, of all, sat Upalakyagam, mention. aman = Dvisesutwat, 
because it contains the remnants of both. 


29. “In connection with the Punarabhyntta, there 
should be a mention of all Deities, because it contains the 


remnants of both.—29, 
i COMMENTARY. 


While the foregoing Adhikarana still rests in the Pitrvapaksa, and 
the Siddhanta is not finally stated and established, till the end of the 
Pada, we take for granted, for the time being, the propriety of having 
modifications, and then proceed to consider under what circumstances the 
modifications, if allowable, would be possible. 


When the soma contained in certain vessels has been offered and 
poured ont, even while there may be some remnants left in them, more 
soma is poured into the same vessels (for other offerings); and the soma 
thus poured is called the Punrabhyunnita soma. How this character 
belongs to that soma and how it forms the object of the discussions 
relating to modifications, is thus shown :—There are ten vessels ; four of 
these belong to the Brahmd, ete., who make the middle offerings and 
each of these four is used twice in the offerings of Vasathdra and the 
Amvagathavra of the Hotrpriest ; while the Huntraka vessels (that is the 
vessels belonging to the Hoty) are used only once in the offeri ng of the 
Vagatkdra, in all these the Deity is Indra; and while these vessels 
still contain remnants of the previously offered soma, more soma is 
poured into them and offered to other Deities ;—all this is shown by 
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ike : a PAVED AC RM 


when the time comes for the mention of the Deities (in course of the 


mantras to be recitedin connection with the eating of these remnants) _ 


there arisesa doubt as to whether there should be a mention of Indra, 
whose connection with the vessel as its Deity has been passed 


ever, as also of Maitrâraruna, the mantra being read Indra mitra- 
varuna pitasya, etc.,—or that the latter ones only are to be mentioned 


(the mantra, in this case, being read as ‘ Mitravaruna pitasya, ete.) 


This question turns upon another question, as to whether the 
advent of the other Deity wholly sets aside the connection with the 


previous Deity, or not. If it does set it aside, then Maitravaruna, etc; 
alone should be mentioned ; while if it does not set it aside, then there 
should be a mention of Indra also. 

On this question we begin with the statement of the Siddhanta 
(in the present sútra 29), the sense of which is that all the Deities should 


be mentioned, because of the vessel containing the remnants of both. 


(offering). 
And on this Siddhánta, we have the following Parvapaksa. 


ATAI FACT HYTTAYT | 20 | 


amagi Apnayadva, on account of being set aside. uie Parvasya, of the 


previous deity, wami Anupalaksaparh, non-mention. 
30. ‘Inasmuch as it has been set aside, there should 
‘be no mention of the previous Deity.” —30. 
COMMENTARY. 


“ Inasmuch as there are various pourings and outpourings of the 
soma, at the time that the latter offerings are made, and there isan ad- 


vent of another Deity, the previous Deity is set aside from the substance 


(soma); and inasmuch as there was, in the original offerings, no men- 
tion ofthe Deity removed from it, there should not be any mention of 
such removed Deity in the subsequent offerings,” 


the Directions, in connection with the offerings to many ee fhan i 
are made by the priests in connection with the Second Homa „implied ‘ 
inthe Yâjyå mantra connected with those offerings ;—~ such, for instance 
as mMaitravaruno mitravarunau mitram vayam havmatie ete, ele ;-~ and 
when, after all these offerings have been made, the vessels are protght 
out for the purpose of the post-saerificial eating, then they are found | ; 
to contain two remnants,—the former, the remnants of the first offering | 
to Indra, and the latter, that of the offering to Mitravaruna. And then, 


he 


aa 1 ADHIKARAŅA, Ma 


nii this Kanat, we make the following reply : 
JAZU BAIT: FATT | Re 


‘amegat Apebanadv’, on account of their being no actual taking up, saara 
Anapiyah, there can be no setting aside. | ata Syât, would be. | 
81. “Inasmuch as there is no actual taking up (of the 
remnant of the former offering, by the latter Deity) there | 
could not be a setting aside (of the previous Deity.)’--81. 222 


COMMENTARY, 


That is to say, the connection of the Deity is established by means 
of scriptures alone and at the time that the substance is held in the hand 
for being offered, it begins to belong tothe Deity, only in accordance 
with the scriptural Injunction; aud that with which it begins is that 
with which it ends. In the case in question, we find that the directions 
with regard to the “ Punarabhyannita” distinctly show that the sub- 
stance to be offered to the other Deities is to be held in the vessels which 
contain some remnants of the soma previously offered to Indra; and the 
presence of this. remnant is meant only asa characteristic of the vessels 
(in which the subsequent offering is to be held). Thus then, inasmuch 
as, at the time of the holding of the latter offering, the remnant of the 
previous offering is not recognised as belonging to the latter Deities,—at 
| the time of the actual offering also the offering being only of that sub- 
stance which bas been held (or taken up) for offering, even though the 
Remnant of the previous offering lies in close proximity to that substance ; 
yet, inasmuch as if is not included in the words conveying the offering, 
“it does not belong to thelatter Deity. Nor, at the time, are there any 
other words conveying the gift of that remnant (to that Deity), for the 
simple reason that there is no Injunction to that effect. Nor, too, is 
that remnant even distinctly touched by words conveying other gift 

to that Deity ;~-because the gifts are conveyed by means of particular 
words, at the time that the various offerings are quite separate 
from one another, And, as a matter of fact, no further words are 
used. at the actual offering; for the simple reason that no such 
words are necessary in connection with the gift that has already 
been conveyed by means of words. And then again, a single substance 
cannot be offered more than once. Hence it is that there is no use 
of words conveying the gift, at the time that the actual offering is 


made, 


- PÛRVAMİMAMSA-SÛTRAS. 111 apHYaAya. N 


And hence, at the time of the Hating, as there will be left in the 
vessel a portion of this remnant also, whose connection with the previous 
deity has not been set aside,—it would be absolutely necessary tomake a 
mention of that previous duty (in the Mantra that is recited). 


i Adhikarana ATII.—In the eating of the Patnivata Indra 
and other Deities should not be mentioned, 


aratad g WAT 1 RR 


weir Patnivate, in the case of the Patnjvata. g Tu, really, way Pûrvavat, 
as before, | 
32. “Inthe case of the Patnivata it should certainly 
be as in the preceding case,” -—-32. 
COMMENTARY 
We proceed to consider exceptions to the general rule arrived at 
in the foregoing Adhikarana, i 
As a matter of fact, we find that the remnants. of the offerings to 
the pair of Deities are thrown into the Adityasthali, and from that they 
are again transferred to the Agrayanasthdli, and subsequent to this, we 
have the declaration of the holding of the Patnivata in the sentence 
‘Upandu—Patrena Patnivatamdgraydpt grh nate. 
And when the eating of remnant of this Patnivata offering comes 
to be done, there arises the question as to whether the deities other than 
Patnivata should be mentioned in the mantra recited, or not. And on 


this we have the i 
PURVAPAKSA, 


Vhat they should be mentioned—the mantra being read as Indra- 
vayupatnivatpitasya ete. , 


nga Waits ara 1 221 
aera Grahandt, on account of being taken up. a Va, but. aera Apanitam, 
removed. eta Syat, would be. 
33. “Inasmuch as the remnants is taken up (by the 
subsequent deity) the connection of the previous deity should 


be set aside.” — 33. 
COMMENTARY. 


The present case is by no means similar to that dealt with in the 
previous Adhtkarana. Because at the time of the holding of the offering 
to Patnivat, the proximity of the other Deity is actually set aside ; and the 
offering to Patnivat is laid down as to be conveyed together with the 
remnants of the previous offerings, 


nme ttre nae 


Patnivat offering there should be no mention of T'vastrt. 


AMET SAAT NAI | Ae | 


amt Tvastiram, tho deity tvagtri. a Tu, really. saata Upalaksayeta, 

should mention. warq Panat, on account of the drinking. y 
34. “'Tvaştri should be mentioned because of the 

drinking” —34. a 

COMMENTARY, 

[In connection with the Patnivata offering, we have the Mantra, 
*Agnai patnivan, Sajdrdevena Twastrå Somam Piva, and with regard 
to this, there arises the question as to whether Tvasti should be 
mentioned at the eating or riot.) | 

On this question we have the following Pûrvapaksa. 

Inasmuch as in connection with the Putnivata offering, Tvagtr 

is spoken of as ‘Drinking the Soma’ in the company of Patnivata, he 


also must be regarded as the Deity. of that offering, as indicated by the 
words of the Mantra. 


sgerarg g ta kara | 34 I 


ayaa Atulyatvat, on account of inequality, q Tu, really. tr. Naivam, 
not so, ema Syât, would he. 

35, Such should not be the case because of inequa- 
lity. —35. 
COMMENTARY, 

Tasty should not be mentioned ; because between the Mantra and 
the Direct Injunction, there is a vast difference of authoritative strength 
(this is one ‘ inequality’); and then again there is a difference in the 
characters of Tvastri and Patnivat as nominatives to the action of Drink- 
ing ; as what the Mantra denotes is the mere companionship (of Tvagtr) 
(this is another ‘ inequality’). 

Thus it must be admitted that the Mantra does not indicate the fact 


of Tvastri being the Deity (of the Patnivat offering); and as such there 
should be no mention of him (at the eating of the remnant of that 
offering), 


AER XI y. h the Eating of the remnant of the WN 


Adhikarana ‘XV.—At the eating of the aes are 


Patnivat offering there should be no mention of the’ 
Thirty and three deities. i 


Aara riag | 3A 


Aa Triméat, the thirty. ¥Cha, also, wrie Parârthatwât, as a it ser ves another 
purpose. : 

W 36. . “So also ma thir ty (and aves as ‘the Mahtra 
a serves anethey purpose.” —36. 

COMMENTARY, 


This Adhikarana simply deals with the applicability of ihe 
conclusion of the foregoing Adhikarana to. another case. 


In connection with the same Patnivat, we find another Winn 
“ Aibhih agne saratham yahyarvak nadndratham vd vibhavo hyasudh pdéni- 
vatastrimhatastrimscha devdnaugvadhamdvaha mddayasva ; and therea rises 
the question as to whether at the eating of the Remnant of the Painivata 
offering, there should be a mention of the ‘ Thirty and Three Deities 
spoken of in this mantra or not. 


And on this question we have the following Pairvapaksa. 


“Inasmuch as there are several points in which the present case 
differs from that dealt with the foregoing Adhikarana, the conclusion 
thereof is, for this reason, not applicable to the present case, These 
points of difference are the following :— 

(1) Thesame mantra that indicates Agni to be the Deity, also 
indicates the fact of Agni being the Distributer of the Drink to the 
Thirty and Three Gods, who are spoken of as the partakers of that 
Drink ; and hence the fact of these latter also being the principal Deities 
is shown by the mantra itself, which prevents Agni in quite a secondary 

. position (of that of Distributer or Attendant at meals). 

(2) In the case of the mantra treated of in the previous Adhikarana, 

we found that it denoted mere companionship, and hence Svasir not 

_ being found to be mentioned on terms of equality, was rejected from the 

ft deific ‘position. The case is reversed in the mantra now under considera- 

Ai tion, as in this it is Agni that is spoken of as subordinate ; and peona the 
former law caunot apply to the pr ésent case. 

-(3) All that the Injunction contained in the word with the nominal 

- affix (Patnivan) denotes is that the deific character in connection with the 


\éS)!) 1 PADA. XVI ADHIKARANA, Sa. 82. 


Action in question consists in the fact of a certain Deity being Painivan, 


(having a wife); and this qualification is found to be as concomitant with 
Agni in the mantra Agnai Patrivan as with the thirty and three gods, 
who are also spoken of in the same mantra as having wives, in the 
sentence Patntvatastrimsatastrimscha devan, 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhanta embodied 
in the sfitra. . 

There should be no mention of Thirty and Three gods, at the | 
eating of the Patnivat Remnant. Because in all cases the functioning 
of the mantra is controlled by what is directly enjoined ; consequently, 
as in the ease of Tragtr so in the present case also, the mention of the 
Thirty and Three gods (in the mantra) must be taken as. contributing 
to the praise of Agni, That is to say, inasmuch as the sole business of the 
mantra lies in recalling to mind what has been previously enjoined (in 
the [Injunction (patnivalam grhnati,) it could not, in any case, serve the 
purpose. of indicating either the fact of Agni being the Distributor, or 
of the Thirty and Three gods being the partakers, of the Drink, both of 
these facts not having been previously enjoined. — 


Adhikarana XVI.—At the ' cating’ there should be no 
mention of the Anuvasathar deity. 


Cita ADES RAIA | 29 | 
AIST Vasatakarascha, the Vasatkara also. aaa Kartrivat, like the 


agent. 


37. “The Vasatkara also, like the Agent, (should 


not be mentioned”’).-—37. 
COMMENTARY, 

[There is an Anuvasatkara mentioned in the sentence ‘ Somasyagre 
vihityanuvayatkaroti,’ and in connection with this there arises the ques- 
tion as to whether this Anuvagatkara should be mentioned or not, at the 
time of the Hating.] 

On this we have the following Parvapuksa. 

‘ Inasmuch as there is no doubt as to the deific character of the 
Anuvagatkara being expressed by the said Injunction, as well as by the 
words of the mantra, there must be a mention of this.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above we make the following reply: Just as the Drinker 

appearing subsequently could not make a mention of the previous 
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mt ata 


rinker, who is. not connected with the Primary sacrifice, so in the same 
manner, there could be no mention of. the Vasatkara in question. 
Because this latter is not mentioned in the Primary sacrifice; and even 
when it does appear, it does not appear as doing anything for that 
_ sacrifice. Consequently there should be no mention of this, 


Adhikarana XVII—The remnants of offerings other than 
the one to Indra should be eaten without mantras, 


SAMA TANT | 3c | 

grauia: Chhandahpratisedhah, it is a mere preclusion of the metre. & 
‘Tu, really, äna SarvagAmitvat, on account of pertaining to all. 

88. “As the soma belongs equally to all the Deities 
. (there can be no relationship of the Archetype and Ectype 
among the various offering) ; (and as for the declaration of 
the change into the Anustup metre) is a mere preclusion 
of the use of the preceding metre. ”—38. 

COMMENTARY, 

We now proceed to offer onr reply to the opponent’s arguments con- 
tained in sútra (28). 

There should not be any modifications in the mantras, in accordance 
with the Deity, the remnant of whose offering is to be eaten ; the remnants _ 
of the offerings to other deities than Indra should be eaten without 
mantras, Because the whole action of the Jyotistoma forms a single 
context ; and as such an action could not be its own archetype (Prakrti) 
and ectype (vikriti). 


That is'to say, if each of the several repetitions of the same action 
of offering to the various Deities (which repetitions constitute the 
J yotestoma sacrifice) were a distinct action by itself, then each’ would have 
been related as the archetype and ectypes of another. As a matter of 
fact, however, they are not so many distinct actions; for neither the 
soma nor any accessory details are laid down with reference to these 
individual offerings; as the way in which one of these takes up the soma _ 
etc, is exactly the same in which they are taken up by the rest. 

Thus then, the soma is equally connected, by injunction, with all 
the Deities ; and thus none of the offerings could be taken as a mere ectype 
of the other, 


Lal Papa, xvit ADIIDRARAN 82. 39. 
Tt has been ae above endana sútra 28) that, inasmuch as we have Di 
an injunction as to changing the metre of the original into the Anustup, 

the offering ix connection with which this change is laid down is an 

ectype of the former, But the injunction of the change could very well 
be applicable, even when the Soma is equally applicable to all Deities, as 
in that case it could be explained as a qualified injunction of a particular 
Metre in the place of the Jagati metre which would have been used, on 
account of the offering falling inthe Third Savana, Or it may be that, 
inasmuch as the several Samasthas of the Jyotistoma are mere ectypes, 
it is only natural that there should be modifications in connection with 
these ; but that does not serve the purpose of “showing” that the offerings 


to the other Deities are mere ectypes of the offerings to Indra (as held by 
Sutra 28). 


Adhikarana XVIII.—The “ Eating” of the remnant 
of the Indra-Agna offering is to be done without 
mantras, 


Wear g Riga cata | a8 | 
weg? Aindrigne, inthe case of the offering to Indra-Agni. g Tu, really. 
fegurara Lihgabhavat, on account of the presence of indicative force. era Syat, 


would be, 
39. “In the case of the offering to Indra-Agni the 
mantras should be used as there is in the mantra a word 


with the necessary indicative force.’ —39, 
COMMENTARY. 


The question dealt with here is whether or not the mantra Indra- 
putasya etc., is to be used in the case of the remnant of offeri ings made to 
Indra in conjunction with some other Deity, Agni, for instance, 

The Parvapakga embodied in stra 39 is as follows :— 

In the case of the Indra-Agni offering, inasmuch as both Indra and 
Agni would drink the soma offered, we could very well assert that half of 
it had been drunk by Indra, and half by Agni. And as the character of 
‘being drunk by Indra’ does not exactly exist in the Remnant that is before 
us (at the time of Hating), we must take the word ‘ Indrapitasya’ (in the 
Mantrd) as applying to it, through that portion of it which has been 
poured in libation, and there is no such limit to this as that is only when 
so much has been drunk of that it can be called by the name. 
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Thus then, ae as the dol ued property expresse 
word ‘I ndrapitasya ’ found to exist in the [ ndra-Agni offering, the remnant ; 


| | ot tne latter algo is to be eaten with the mantra (Lndrapitasya, em 


qaa at aaraa Raag | go t 


I Citing Bkasrin, to all. a V4, really. Raarmara Devatantarat, because o of its be- 


fe a distinct deity, fruma Bibhagavat, just as in the case of qnar toring. 


40, “The Mantra should apply to that of which hese 
is a single Deity (Indra) ; because (Indra-Agni is) a distinct 
Deity (from Indra); just as in the case of the quartering 


(of the cake.)—40. 


The Indra-Agni offering outa: cer balay have ae included in 
the word ‘Indrapita,’ if the distinguishing feature, expressed by the word, 
had consisted in the functioning of the Deities towards actual drinking 
of the soma. But as a matter of fact, our Deities do not drink ; as all 
that they do, in the case of an offering being made to them, is that they 
serve as the Kecipients of the conveyance of the gift. And at the time 
that the gift is conveyed to a joint Deity, there cannot bea mention of 
any one of them singly: as like the nominal. affix (in Agneyam) the com- 
pound also (in Indra-Agnt) would not be possible in case the factors com- 


pounded depended upon somet hing else. Consequently, just as in the 


case of the quartering of the Agneya Cake the quartering does not pertain 
to the cake dedicated to Indra-Agni jointly, so in the case in question also, 
inasmuch as the word ‘Indrapitasya’ denotes the fact of Indra alone being 
the Deity. it could not apply to the offering that is made to both Undra — 
and Agni) conjointly, and as such the Mantra in question cannot be 
applied to this latter ollering, ” 


Adhikarana XIX.—The Mantras beginning with the 
word ‘ Gayatra-chandasah’ are to be used in con- 
nection with the offering in which several 
metres are used. 


Seat WAA | 22 | 
"A1. “The Metre is like the Deity.” —41. 
COMMENTARY, 


The present Adhikarana deals with an exception to the conclusion 
arrived at in the for egoing Adhikarara, 


TKARANA, Sd. 42,43. 


` We find in the _Bhakgdnuvdk, certain mantras beginning with the i n 


word ‘ Gaytracchandasah,’ and there arises the question as to whether these 
mantras are applicable to that soma-offering alone wherein the Gayatri is 
the only metre used, or also to those in which many metres are used, 

On this we have the following Pûrvapakşa. As showu- in the 
foregoing Adhikarana, inasmuch as the compound “ Gayatracchandasah ” 


would be impossible if the Gayatri metre depended upon auy other metre, . an 


the word ‘ Gayatracehandasah’ could not apply to offering wherein, the 
Gayatri metre used would depend upon other metres ; and hence the 
mantras in question should be omployed in connection with that soma- 
offering wherein the Gayatri is the only metre used. 


4 
Bag a maata THIET: | VR | 

iy Sarvegu, to all offerings. at Va, certainly. sary Abhavat, on account of 

the absence. wares: Ekachhandasah, a single metre. i 
42. They should apply to all offerings as there is no 

offering in connection with which a single metre is èm- 
ployed.” —<42. 
ptt COMMENTARY. | 

Woe have shown in connection with the quartering also, that if there 
wero, in the context, no such cake as belonged to agni alone, then we could 
have accepted those belonging to it in conjunction with other deities 
also (as the objects of quartering) ;— so also in the foregoing Adhikaraga, — 
it was simply because there was an offering made to Indra alone, that 
we denied the applicability of the epithet ‘Indrapita to that which was made 
to Indra conjointly with Agni. But itis a well-known fact there is no 
offering in which the Gayatri is the only metre used, and as in tho sacri- | 
fices mentioned in all the three vedas, other. metres are sure to come “in, 
Consequently, the name ‘ gayatracchandasah’ must be taken as applying to 
those in which there are many metres used; just as the name ‘Rathanta- 
34m’ is applied to olferings wherein there are many other sémas also, 

The last sttra of the pada does not embody a distinct Adhikaraya, 

[t summarises the final Siddhanta conclusion derived from the discussions 
contained in the above sútras 27 to 42. 


adai Irar Urata AHI Aza 
mrt fF 1221 


ssri Sarvesim, of all. at VA, certainly. er’ Ekamantryam, connected with 
one mantra, Waaa Aitisayananya, according to Aitid@yana, sftrarrara 


` 


BhaktipAnatvat, on account of the contingency that drinking will have to be taken 


tf 
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-in ita secondary sense. smf Savanddhikaro, pertaining to the Savana. fe Hi, 
| because. 

43. “One and the same mantra belongs to (the eating 
of) all (the offering) as held by Aitigayana; because the 
word ‘Indrapita’ indicates the savana; as otherwise, the 

drinking, (as pertaining to the Remnant) will have to be 
taken in its secondary figurative sense.” — 43. 
2 COMMENTARY, 

The word ‘ Indrapitdsya’ is to be taken, not as qualifying ‘ samasya’ 
but as qualifying the Prdtuksavana’ (Morning libation), and as such apply- 
ing to every one of the offerings connected with that savana. Nor is the word 
‘ Prdtahsavana’ co-extensive with Soma ; as it is the name of a certain part 
of the sacrifice (J yotistoma). If then the word meant the ‘soma connected 
with the Pratahsavuna,’ then we should have had the word ‘ Pratahsavani- 
yasya’ (and not Pratahsavanasya.) Thus then the word ‘ Pratahsavanasya’ 
being taken as co-extensive with ‘Indramtasya, the genitive in these two 
words is due to their differentiation from all connection with Soma i 
and that in ‘somasya’ being non-coextensive, is based upon the non-difleren- 
tiation (from the soma), 


Thus then, on account of the indication of another word (savanasya) 
and on account, of the fact of all the offerings having the same connections 
aud occuring in the same context, the mantra should be used in connec- 
tion with everyone of them, 


We conclude thus for the simple reason that, otherwise, tlie soma- 
remnant (if connected with Indrapita) would have to be taken in its 
secondary figurative meaning, That is to say, the whole quantity of soma 
conveyed, by means of words, as gift to Indra, would be the direct or prin- 
cipal and Judrapita ; and the portion of it left behind in the vessels after 
the offering has been actually poured into the fire, would be spoken of as 
Indrapita only figuratively. And certainly this would be highly objec- 
tionable, 
Consequently, inasmuch as all the soma offering are connected with 
the /ndrapitasapana, itis established that the eating of the remnant of 
every ony of them should be done with the mantra ‘J ndrapitasya ete,’ 
‘Thus ends the second Pada of Adhyaya III. 


ov 


THIRD ADHYAYA. 
THIRD PADA. 


Adhikarana I.—The loudness ete. pertain to the entire veda. 


TATA ATT HTT: ENT 1 2 I 


HA; Sruteh, on account of direct declaration. waaar: Ajatadhikarah, © 
pertaining to the community. ara Syat, should be. t 


I, “On account of the direct declaration the proper- 
ties should pertain to the community.’ —-1, 


i COMMENTARY, 


Having dealt with the applicability of mantras based on their indi- 
cative power, we now proceed to take that based upon syntactical con- 
nection, 

The sentences taken up for consideration are ‘uchchaipichh kriyate 
‘the Rik is recited loudly) etc, and also Tadyadi rkta ulvanamkriyati 
Garhapatyam paretya bhih svdheti juhinydt if we should make a mistake. 
in the Rk. he should offer a libation into the garhapatya fire with the 
mantra bhuh svahd) and so forth. ; 


The question now is this: Tn the former sentence which Jays down 
the qualifications of loudness ete. with reference to the Rk. ete. as also in 
the latter sentence which lays down the Homa into the three Fires with 
the three vyAhrtis,—should we, on the strength of the fact of its being 
directly’ mentioned as independent of anything else, take the word 
‘Rk? in the sense of verse as explained in Sútra 11-1352 Or should we 
take it as denoting the whole of the Rgveda consisting of the entire set of 
mantras and Brahmanas’ ? 

On this question, then, we have the following Pirvapaksa, 

In accordance with the arguments advanced under the Pitrvapakga 
of Stra l-iv-29; it must be admitted, on the strength of the direct 
Declaration of the object of Injunction, that the properties pertain to the 
communities of the Rk. ete, (.e., to the verse ete. and not to the Rgveda 
ete), : 


Nd aan 


ar at Vedova, it should pertain to the Veda, maia Priyadarganat, io 
of the fact of the words occurring in a context pervaded by the idea of the Veda, 


2. “Tt should pertain to the whole Veda, because of 
the fact of the words occurring in a context pervaded by 


the idea of the Veda.’’—2. 
COMMENTARY. 

Asa ianitor of fact we find the sentences under consideration i ina 
context that begins with the speaking of the entire Veda so that there js 
no reason why the word should be taken in its restricted sense ; and 
itis only natural the words Rk. ete. should be taken as indicating the 


entire Veda, 
fagrari 3 I 
3. Because of indicative words.—3. ~ 
COMMENTARY. 
- There are many other texts also which show that the words 
} ‘Rk’ ete. stand for the entire Vedas. For instance, in the sentence 
‘Rgbhih pratardivi derva iyate, yajurvedena tigthati madhye’hnch, 
i simavédendstamaye mdtriyate Vedatraetinyaistribhiréti Sitryah:;—we find 
the three last feet, all speak of the Vedas, and hence we are 
led to take the word ‘Rk’ (in Rgbhth) as indicating the Rgveda; 
specially as the last feet speaks of ‘Vedam in the plural (which could 
not be if only two Vedas, the Sama and the Yajus, were meant), which 
distinctly shows that the word ‘ Rk’ indicates the whole of the Rgreda- 
Mantras as well as Brdhmanas. 


aiaa afe AT ararg: | 2 | 


| 
| hoes Dharmopadesachcha, on account of injunction of qualification, 
na wfe Nahi, not, ga Dravyena, with the substance. #ara: Sambandhah, connection. 


4. “On of account injunction of qualification it could have 


no connection with the substance.” —4, 
COMMENTARY, 

If the injunctions were taken as laying down the daN kontih of 
the Rk verse, etc, then, inasmach as the sentence ‘ Richyadhyidham 
Sdma geyats’ points to the fact of the Soma never being separate from — 
the Rs, the qualification of the former would be included in that of 
the latter ; and.as such the further injunction ‘Uehehaih Sdina would be 
wholly redundant. 


eter Ht enemas 


oe Because it is not aeeile: for one to sing the Sdma based npon an 
Ri in any other way, while he is reciting the Bk itself loudly. 
If, however, we take the qualifications as laid down for the Vedas, 
both injunctions become quite justified, inasmuch as what is enjoined 
by the ‘Sdmaveda ig wholly different from that which is enjoined by the 
Rgvéda, 
For some reason, not given, the Vartika puts this Stitra at the 
end of the Adhikarana after Sûira 8. 


aAa a aa |) Y | 


ait fren ‘Irayividydakhyat, the title “Iryi ai a Cha, dione aaa ‘Tadvidi, 
to one who knows them. 


5, “The title Traytvidya is Lule to one who knows 
the three Vedas. ””-—5. 


COMMENTARY at 

The Rk, Sdma and Yajus are known as ‘Trayi’; and the word 
‘Traywidya is capable of being explained only as ‘Trayi Vidya asya. 
This word is found to be applied, in usage, to one who has read the 
three Vedas, and not to one who has only read the Rk verse, the Sama- 
song and the Yajug; because the name is never applied to the ‘Sdma- 
vedis’, even though in knowing the Sama Veda he knows the three—-viz : 
Rk verses, Sdimas, as well as certain Yajus. Consequently it follows that 
in the word “'rayividya’ the word ‘trayi’ is used in the sense of the Three 
Vedas: and hence it must be admitted that the words ‘ Rk’ ‘Sdma,’ and 
‘Yajus’ which are spoken of in lexicons. as co-extensive with the word 
‘trayi’, denote the Vedas themselves, and thus too we find that the words 
‘Rk’ ete., are applied to the Vedas. 


satama amaA | é | 


zaa Vyatirkame, in case of transference, ana Yathasruti, in accor- 
dance with the direct signification, wà 3a Iti chet, if this be urgued. 

6. “Ina case where there is transference, the in- 
junction will have to be taken in its direct signification,” 

; COMMENTARY. 

This is areference toa previous objection (the sense whereof ig 
this): In a case wherea Bk verse will be found in the Yajurveda, it 
will have to be sung slowly, as occurring in the Yajurveda, according to 

the Siddhdnta, this however is not the case; while according’ to us, 


Heine, a Rk verse, in whichsvever Woda it mihi appe vi ‘mall Nave 


ee 
AON 


i iil isobar a. sce 


been quite reasonably sung loudly, in keeping with me direct PRE 
tion of the Injuneti ion. | 


a wiftatraena Lol 


a Na, not, sifa Sarvasmin, to the whole, fain Niveds on account 


of belonging. 


n “Reply : No; because the “Alenia belongs 
to the whole. kote e VA | 
COMMENTARY. 
“The mere out of being found in the text of a Veda does not ako 
a sentenco liable to'be called. by the name of that Veda. The fact is 
that, that which is enjoined by one Veda, is always done in accordance 


with that Veda ; consequently a mantra would be called by the name 


of that Veda in which it may be enjoined. If it should be found to have 
been enjoined in both Vedas (the Yajus and Rk), then inasmuch as 
the law laid down in Sûtra UT-iii-10 would not apply to the case, we could 
not but take the two (qualifications of loudness and slowness) as s optional 
alternatives for that Mantra. 


Jedina saa arta | c 


ada Vedasamyogat, on account of being connected with ie 4 Na, not, 


awaa Prokaragpena, by the context, aréta Vadhyeta, could be set aside. 


8. “ Because of being connected (syntactically) with 
‘veda’ the indication (by the words ‘Rk’ ete., of the Rigveda 


| ete.) could not be set aside by the context.” -—8, 


COMMENTARY, 

That is to say, Syntactical connection being more authoritative 
than context, there would be nothing objectionable in the indications 
of the context being rejected in favour of Syntactical connection, 

Some people read ‘vadheta’ instead of ‘vadhyeta,’ 

Adkikarana II.—In the Adhana the singing is to be done 
| gently. 


yuge arina. gea JATT: I e l 


o maem Gugamukhyavyatikrame, when there is conflict between the 
properties of the primary and its subsidiary. agarara Tadarthatvat, because it is 
for its purpose, gett Mukhyena, by the primary, aedam; Voideconyoush, the Vedic 
character: 


Ba saben 


ie Whenever there is a conflict between the properties 
of the primary and its accessory, the Vedic characteristic 
of its accessory is to be determined by the primary because 
the accessory is always subservient to its primary.” -— 9. 

| COMMENTARY. 


We now proceed to consider a case where the primary laid down in 
one Veda (the Adhana in the Yajurveda) has an accessory laid down in 
another veda (i, e.—the singing of the Samas, Véravanttya, ete., laid down 
in the Sdmaveda.) In such cases the question arises as to whether the 
Accessory (singing) is to be done in a way in keeping with the Veda in 
which its primary happens to be laid down (i. 2., quietly on account of the 
Adhdna being laid down in the Yajurveda), or it is to be done in a way ~ 
in keeping with the Veda in which it is itself laid down (i. e., loudly on 
account of Sdma-singing being laid down in the Sdmaveda.) Ge 


On this we have the following Parvapaksa “Inasmuch as the i 
qualifications based upon names pertain toeach unit, the way in whieh : 
a certain thing is to be done is that in keeping with the character of the 
veda in which it happens to be mentioned, 


The Siddhanta embodied in the Satra is as follows :— 


The two qualifications being wholly incompatible with each other 
and hence it being necessary to set aside one of them, it is always that 
pertaining to the Accessory by itself that is to be set aside; as it is 
only thus that the primary would be performed as it should be, without 
its being deprived of its own accompaniments ; and certainly the pro- 

- per fulfilment of the Primary is 2 business of the Accessory also; as 
this latter also operates solely for the sake of the former. Consequent- 
ly, if in consideration, of its own qualification, it were to deprive 
the Primary of its natural accompaniment, then there would be a disrup- 
tion of that action (the Primary) for the sake of which it was meant to 
operate, Though in such a case the proper fulfilment of the Primary 
with all its accompaniments would mean the deprival of the Accessory 
of its own natural accompaniment—yet, as the fact of the accessory 
being equipped with all its accompaniments is not so very necessary 
(as that of the Primary) there would be nothing incongruous in the said 
deprival. 


Consequently, inasmuch as Adhdna belongs to the Yajurveda, the 
Sdmas that are accessory to it should be sung quietly. 


OPER, 


The Vartika is not satiated with m Pr representation of the 
 Adhikaraga. It offers three additional expositions as follows : rate 
Adhtkarana (B) eae 

Dion to be dealt with:—In a case where a thing having its origin 


in one Veda, has its application or use laid down in another Veda, 


R should that thing be equipped with the Prope ey permiar to the former 
| veda, or with those of the latter ? 

Pirvapaksa :-—Inasmuch as the origination of a thing always 
precedes its application, the properties employed should be those of the 
veda in which it has its origin.” 

Siddhdnta :—The properties should be those of that Veda which 
lays down its application—-(1) because the origination of a thing is only 
for the sake of the uses to which it may be applied ; (2) because it is 

~ only when the thing in question—the Sdma singing is applied to uso 

that it stands in need of some tone to he applied to it ; and hence the 

_ tones enjoined (in the Injunction ‘uehkehaihachd: ete’) are those that are 

perceived at the time of usage, and not at the time of the origination ; 
as there is no injunction of its being brought into action at that time. 
Adhikarana (C) | 

Question :—In a case where the origination and the Application of 

„a certain thing are non-concomitant, àe , the origination isin one Veda and 

' the application in another,—with the properties of which Veda should 

the Sama be equipped. 

Piirvapaksa :-—-It must be equipped with the properties of the 
originateve Veda ; or with those of one or the other, optionally.” 

; Siddhänta :—It should be equipped with those of the Applicatory 
o: Veda ; as application is the more important factor. 
Adhikarana (D) 

Question :—In a case where the Primary is in one Veda, and the 
Accessory in another, after the name of which Veda should the Accessory 
be called ? 

The Siddh&nta conclusion would be that it should be called after 
the veda in which the Primary happens to be mentioned. 

In this case (D) however it would be necessary to reject the conclu- 
sion arrived at in the Sdtra III-vii-51 and to accept the performer to be 
the same, in the original sacrifice, as in its modifications,—-the one that 

lis mentioned in connection with the Primary, If then, on the strength 


_of the Krn, ‘thee Performer shat be laedepied who is mentioned 
in the same Veda with the Accessory—then the tone to he employed would i 
also be the same that belongs to the Accessory; and it would not be | 
proper to employ the tone of the Primury. £ 
For this reason, it is best to take the Adhikarana as based upon the — 
consideration of the comparative authoritativeness of the originative and 
the applicatory injunction. As it ‘is only thus that the citing of the 
example of Adhdna appears justifiable. Specially as if the Adhikarana 
be explained as pertaining to the incompatibility of the Primary and the | 
secondary, or to the contradiction between the Primary and the saben ae 
—then, it would be necessary to explain how this would be a mere repeti- A 
tion of what is said under Sé@tra XIL ii-25. 


Adhikarana I1I.—The J yotistoma belongs to the 
Yajurveda. 


yada TAA | 8° l a 
yaaa Bhuyastwena, in accordance with that in which most of its details 
are laid down, wia Ubhayasruti, that which is spoken of in two Vedas, 

10. “The Action mentioned in two Vedas is to be 
taken as belonging to that in which most of its constituent, 
delails are found.” —-10. idly’ 

COMMENTARY, | 


We now proceed to consider the question after which Veda a certain — 
Primary Action is to be called, when it is found to be mentioned in 
more than one Veda, (As for instance, we find the Jyotistoma mentioned 
in the Yajurveda, as well as in the Sdmaveda, and the question is whether : ie 
we should call it a ‘ Yajurvedic’ or a ‘Sémavedie’ sacrifice.) ‘ 


The Parvapaksa is put forth in the following manner ‘Just asin + 
the various texts of the same Veda, so in different Vedas also, we have 
the action laid down originatively ; and hence the matter of the property 
attesting to it would be a matter of mere option; or it may be that, 
inasmuch as both Vedas would be found to lay down the form as well as 
the accessories of the action, sometimes one and sometimes the other Veda 
might be taken as originative of it. 


: The Siddhénta conclusion is that it is to be called after that Veda: 
in which we find it laid down originatively, and not as a mere subsidiary. — 


The question however remains which of the two Vedas is to be 
taken as laying down the particular action Jyotdstoma, for instance 


originatively. The reply to this is that, that Veda which is found to 


mention the iargest number of the necessary details of the sacrifice 


should for that very reason be accepted to be the original enjoiner of 


that aclion and in the case of the Jyotistoma it is found that it is the 


‘Yajurveda’ in which the largest number of its details are found 


mentioned. 


The Vartika is not satisfied with the above exposition of the Adhi- 
karana, Here is what it says :— 

But this explanation of the word ‘bhúyastva’ (in the sútra) is not 
quite correct. Because when a certain thing has been recognized from 
its nature, to be indicative of something else, a little or more of it does 
not make any difference in its cognition. Wor instance, when smoke is 
recognized to be indicative of the Fire, whether it be much or little, it 
must indicate the fire. In the same manner, in the case in question, it is 
the presence of the details of procedure that has been recognized as 
indicative of the origin of the injunction of the sacrifice; and, even in a 
caso where very little of these details is mentioned, even this little would 
be inexplicable unless it indicated the performability of the sacrifice; and 
hence even this little of it would certainly indicate its performability (and 
as such the presence of its originative injunction). Then again, in the case 
in question, it is not the largeness of subsidiaries that is meant to be the 
details of procedure ; but what people call the subsidiary, that itself is 
what is meant by the Details of Procedure. Then it might be held that 
“ where we find only a little of the details of procedure mentioned, we 
must take it as laid down with reference to the Primary sacrifice enjoin- 
ed in another Veda.” But tle same may be said of a case where a large 
number of these details are mentioned (i.e. these may be taken as laid 
down with reference to the sacrifice enjoined in another Veda), 

Consequently we must expound the Siddhdnta as follows: In the 
case of the Jyotistoma, we find the form of the sacrifice consisting of the 
Substance, the Deity and the Action ; and it isin the Yajurveda that all 
these three are laid down; while what the other Veda \the Samaveda) 
does is to ‘merely mention the Action by name with a view to laying 
down certain Hymns, etc. in connection with it; and hence inasmuch 
this latter stands in need of the mention of the Substance and the Deity, 
it cannot be taken as independently by itself, laying down the Aetion in 
question. This we have explained under the Sakhdntarddhikarana 


oi ray Aptana Be. i, 
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EA et wI Aed even though sie anoir form of the Sacrifice 


is given.in the Yajurveda, yet it is quite possible to establish the relation- 
ship of this sacrifice to the Hymns, ete. mentioned in the other Veda; 
as even though these latter serve only transcendental (imperceptible) ends, 
yet they are taken ag connected with the sacrifice, on the strength of the 
directions laid down in connection with them. gu) oii at 
Thus then, the meaning of the sitra comes to be this: That action 
which is mentioned in two Vedas, should have its name ascertained by 
the mention of a larger number-i.e. the whole—of its constituent details, 
which may be capable of supplying all its requirements. The sútra speaks 
of only “two Vedas,” because the Rk and the Sdma Vedas have the same 
character of Loudness, and as there being no difference consequent upon 
this, a mention of these would be useless. (Hence all the difference that 
is possible is as between the Yajurveda and the iin serine and the 
sheet ato and the Rgveda). i 


al 


Adhikarana IV.—The context is a means of pointing — 
out the use of mantras. 


| HATH TAU Ft Rasqarvyerra 1 2e 

| aigw Asamyuktam, that which is not co-related. awom Prakarayat, by the | 
| contoxt, fi meamran: Itikartavyatarthitvat, because it stands in need of the ks 
details of procedure. ps 


11. “ (Mantra) that which is not already co-related be- 
comes co-related by the context, because itstands in need 
of the details of procedure.” —11. ; 

COMMENTARY. 

Of the six means of ascertaining the relation of mantras the Bhasya 
has already cited instances of Direct declaration, indicative power and - 
syntactical connection. It now proceeds to show how the use of a Mantra 
can be ascertained by means of context. 

The Pairvapakga view is that nothing can be ascertained by means 
of the context as to the use of Mantras. 


The siddhanta embodied in the stra is as follows :-— 

To the above, we make the following reply: So Jong as the continuity 
of the details of procedure relating to the Primary Action has not been 
broken, whatever action, without any particular result, happens to be 
mentioned in the text, is taken to bean accessory of that Primary,—and 
this only by means of Context (prakarana). 


iy | For tiatatien) the Injunction ‘ Dordapdrsandedbiiarn Akino 
ooo yajêta” having given the idea that ‘one should obtain Heaven by means 
as of the Darsa-Pûrnamása sacr ifices,’ there arises a question as two ‘how’ 
this is to be done; and while this ‘how’ is being expounded in the Veda, 
we find mentioned certain Actions (the Praydjas) apparently useless 
(haying no use stated in the context), in such sentences as‘ Samidho yojate, 
j Tanûnapåtam yajati,’ ete., ete. Now then, we are led to believe that 
- some help must arrive for the Darsa or Piryamasa, (in the shape of certain 
i - ‘details of its procedure), and also that these latter Praydjds must have 
some end or purpose to serve. And then, we find that for the Darsa- 
Parnamdsa, there is no aid,—mentioned either in the same word, in the 
game sentence, in the same context or in any other context,—which we 
ai could perceive by any of the five means of cognition (Sense-perception and 
the rest), or by any words cognizable by these means of cognition, Simi- 
larly too with the Prayajas (we do not perceive their end or purpose). 
And yet it is necessary that both of these must exist (as otherwise the 
Darsa-Pidrnamdasa could not be performed, and the mention of the Praydjas 
in the Veda would be wholly useless). And we could conclude that 
these do not exist at all, only if we failed to obtain them by all the 
resources at our command. As amatter of fact, however, we have, at our 
command, a means, in the shape of Context, of obtaining an idea of those 
much-needed factors, Nov is extreme proximity the only ground of 
relationship between two things; and as a matter of fact, the Vedic 
i potency continues to move on to the more remote factor, when it does not 
find a fit object among the more proximate ones. And in the case in 
question, it is this fact that will be the ground for admitting the mutual 
help (accorded between the Darsa-Piryamdsa and the Praydjas). The 
fact that, on not obtaining a fit object among those in close proximity, a 
remote one is admitted, is established by the mutual requirements’ (of 
the Primary Sacrifice and the Fraydjas).—-the infallible conclusion being 
that the aid that the DParśsa-Pûrnamâsa stand in need of is supplied by the 
Praydjas, and, the use or purpose to be served, which the Prayjas are in 
want of, lies in the help that they accord to the Darsa-Pûrnamâsa. And 
ag a matter of fact, neither of these has got anything more proximate to 
itself, supplying the said needs. Though wecould assume this help to be 
accorded by some other Action,—yet, inasmuch as this other Action will 
have had its relationships all supplied through other Primary sacrifices, 
it would not stand in need of being connected with the Darsa-Pirnamédsa. 
For the same reason, the Praydjas cannot be taken as leading to Heaven 
(the common result assumed in connection with the Visvajit, etc.). Nor 
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again cule hes be hen as headin boul: independently by e 

the Result that is. declared as following from the Darsa-Pirnamdsa ; 

because this ohesidod supplying of requirement (by the Darsa-Pirnamasa 
to the Praydjas, could be admitted, only if there were no relationship 
between them based upon mutual requirement ; and not while such a’ 
relationship is possible. Consequently, it must be admitted that these, | — 
two supply each other's. needs, just in the same way as the person whose sant 
cart-horse has died is helped by one whose cart has been burnt, and vice — 


versa, 


Adhikarana V.---The use of mantras ascertained by the 
order of sequence, 


HUM INARIA | 21 
mara Kramadcha, order of sequence also. @aararam Dosasimanyat, on the 
_ ground of the sameness of portion, 


12. The order of sequence also (serves to point 
out the application of) on the ground of the sameness of 
position,—-12. | 


The Parvapaksa, with regard to this pitied and the neat-—-dealing 
with the agency of Order of sequence and Name —is much in the same 
strain as that with regard to that of Context, in the foregoing sútra. 


SIDDHANTA. 


The Order of sequence, consisting of the commonality of position, is 
of two kinds, as based upon the text and upon actual performance ; and it 
is a means of pointing out the application of Accessories. 


Even when the two are not performed at the same place, if it be found 
that the mantra appears in thesame place in the mantra-section of the 
Veda, as the Injunction of the primary sacrifice does in the Brdhmana- 
Section,—-then, when we proceed to seek for the relatives of both, the one 
brings the other to the mind, by reason of their sameness of position,—in 
accordance with the Law of Sequence. That isto say, when we proceed 
to look for the mantra to be employed in connection with the Primary, that 
is the first to be enjoined (in the Bréhmana-sec stion), we begin from the 
very beginning of the mantra section; and as soon as the first mantra 
comes to our mind, if we do not find any reasons for passing it over, we 
accept that asthe mantra sought after. In the same manner, when we 
proceed to look for an Action, ta which the mantra occurring in the p 


y, 
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-beginning of the PORAS Eh AORT would be an n auxiliary, we begin th the 
very first Action enjoned in the Brdhmana-section ; and not finding any 


, reasons for passing over that Action, we accept that asthe one in connec- 


tion with which the mantra should be employed And in the same 
a manner, the second would be connected with the second and 80 forth, 


Tn the case of such mantras as the Agneyanu mantra, their applica- 


tioni is found to be pointed out by the indications of such words as‘ 4 gndy4’ 


and the like. Consequently, the Bhdsya has cited, in the present connec- 
tion, the mantra ‘ Dabdhirndmdsét eté., whose connection is not pointed 
out by the indicative power of its words and which is found mentioned 


in the same. order of sequence as the Updmsuyaja. 


Adhikarana VI-—The use of mantras pointed out by name. 


aren VS agda 123 I 


menda Âkhyâchaivam, the name also, agdeaa Tadarthatwât becauseit is 
for that purpose. 


13. The Name also does so: because it is for that 


purpose.—13. 


The Namo, that is applied to Actionsin its literal sense, is a sure 
pointer of their relationship : and that relationship is shown to be one that 
the Auxiliary bears to be Primary. 


As the names ‘ Adhvayyava’ and the like are usedin the Veda alone, 
we do not show here the objections that were brought forward, on a pre- 
vious occasion, ia regard to the names occurring in ordinary parlance. 


Asamatter of fact we find that the Adhvaryu (Priest) stands in 
need of a function for himself--something to be done by him; and if no 
particular function present itself, then he would take up anything. Simi- 
larly the action, called ‘ Adhvaryava,’ stands in need of an auxiliary in 
the shape of a Person that might perform it. And at the very outset, 
the idea afforded by the two words (‘Adhvaryava’ and Adhvaryu’ is that 
the action that is done by the Ad/varyu is called ‘ Adhearyava, and that 
he who is the performer of the Adhvaryava action is one who is called 
‘ Adhvaryu’; the signification of the basic noun ‘Adhvaryu’ (in the 
word, * Adhvaryava’) indicating that of the derivative (Adhraryava) , 
or vice versa. Though the derivative is a distinct word,—and hence the 
two words (' Adhvaryu’ and ‘Adhkvaryava’) are independent of each other, 
and have independent eternal relation with their respective significations, 


—-yet EE as it is only (i$ a a onak of a word that i 
depeuds npon an eternal relationship, we have given the above explana- 
tion with regard to all such names as are applied to things in their literal 
sense ; and we have already shown before (tinder the Avéstyadhikarana) 
that the functioning of the word ‘ Rdjya’ has had no beginning in time. 
As for the causal relationship between the word and its meaning, there | 
is nothing incongruous in it, even if they be eternal. 


Adhikarana VII..—Among it aeterarnert and the other 
means of ascertaining the use of mantras that which 
pereedes is more authoritative than that which follows. 


ARARA IRA ara m 
aiem TUATHA | 2 I 


Ace amai Sruti... khyânâm etc, of direct declaration etc. 
a on coalition, wearer Paradaurvalym, that which follows is weaker. — 
mita Arthaviprakarsat, because it is more remote from the purpose in — 
view, 


14. When there is a coalition of Direct Declara- 
tion, Indicative Power, Syntactical Connection, Context, t 
Position, and Name that which follows is always weaker a 
than the one preceding it; because it is more remote from ih 


the purpose in view.~—14. f 
We now proceed to consider the comparative strength and weakness — 


of the six agencies of Direct Assertion and the rest, in the matter of the _ 


employment of mantis, ete. And as no comparison could be made when 
each of them treated of different subjects, we take them up as referring to 
one and the same subject; and that is why the sútra speaks of their 
*samavaya,’ ‘ coalition,’ by which i is meant the fact of their bearing upan. i 
a single subject. i 
There are many cases in which one way of using the mantra is 
pointed out by direct declaration while an entirely different one is 
indicated. by one or the other of the other fives. And the question 
arises as to how the mantra should be used under the circumstances. 
That is to say, which of the six should be regarded as more authoritative 
than the other. 
The Pdrvapaksa view is that all the six must be accepted as 
equally authoritative. — 
9 
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‘The Siddhanta embodied in the satra is that among the six that 


which follows is weaker in its authority than that which precedes it 


and the reason for this lies in the principle that the ultimate authority 
| in all matters relating to Dharma lies with the direct declarations of 
the Veda; and the other five derive their authority more or less directly 
from that direct declaration. For instance, indicative power cannot 
point out the use ofa mantra until there isa prior assumption ofa 
direct Vedic declaration authorising that use, so that there is a certain 


wy degree of remoteness from its purpose in the case of the indicative 


power which is not present iu the case of direct assertion. 


The following are a few examples of the conflict the fact of all the 
"primary sacrifices of the Jyotistoma ete. belonging to the Adhvaryu 
alone; these sacrifices being syntactically connected with the ‘ Desire for 
Heaven,’ they come to belong to all persons desiring any result. 


Objection: “ This that you have explained would be an instance of 

the superiority of Direct Assertion (and not of Syntactical Connec- 
_ tion).” 
Reply: 'The indication in question is not due to any particular 
word (of. the mantra), as the Injunctive affix does not denote the agent: 
it is got at by means ofa co-ordination based upon the indications 
due to the proximity of two words (which constitutes Syntactical Connec- 
tion); and hence it is a case of the supersession of Name by Syntactical 
Connection. 

As an instance of Conflict between Context and Name, we have 
the case of the Praydjas, that are mentioned in the Bréhmana named the 
‘ Pauroddsika,’ which (though, by the name, belonging to the Purodasa 
sacrifice) are applied to the Sanndyya Upadmésu-sacrifice, as shown by the 
Context. 

We have explained the examples of conflict involved in the appli- 
cation of a single Accessory to several Primaries. And it now becomes 
necessary to explain the instances of those involved in the application 
of several Accessories to a single Primary. 


(1) As an instance of conflict between Direct Assertion and- 
Indicative Power, we have the case of the Aindri Verse: the sentence 
‘ aindryd gårhapaty yamupatisthate’ being found (by reason of the Atmane- 
padá- ending in ‘ Upatisthate ’) to be injunctive of a certain action the 
instrumentality whereof belongs to a mantra, (Vide Pdnini Sûtra 
[-—iii—25),—and the Indicative Power (of the word ‘garhapatyam ’) 
pointing to the applicability of any mantra pertaining to Agni, the 


7 fact ‘Declaration (by the Instrumental in ‘aindryd’) lays down the 
application of the Aindré Verse; and when the place has been once 
filled by that verse, there is no room for any other verse. i 

(2) As an instance of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Syntactical Connection, we have the case of the Ydjndyajniya Pragdtha, 
in which Syntactical Connection points to the use of the word ‘gira,’ 
while what is actually used is the word ‘ird,’as shown by the Direct 
Assertion (‘ atrankrtud udgdyét’). In the same manner, for the Visve- 
Dévas, the substance mentioned by Direct Assertion is the Amiksd, 
while Syntactical Connection shows it to be the Vajina; and this latter, 
being possessed of an authority inferior to that of Direct Assertion, being 
rejected, the Vajina is not admitted as a substance for the Visve davas, 

(3) As an example of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Context, we have the case of the Darsa-Parnamdsa performed with a — 
desire to obtain fame,—in regard to which the Context pointing to the 
use of fifteen Samidhani-recitations, the Direct Assertion (contained in 
the sentence ‘ Pratisthdkdmasyaikavimsatiranbaydt’) shows the number 
of the recitations to be twenty-one; and hence there is a rejection of the 
number ‘fifteen’ which pertains to that performance of the Daréa- 
PArnamdsa, which is done without desirefor any particular result. 

(4) Of the contradiction of Direct Assertion and Order, we have 
the case of the sacrifice performed with the desire for cattle, for which, 
Order points to the chamasa as the Vessel (for the fetching of water); 
while Direct Assertion (in the sentence ‘ godohéna pasukdmasya’) declares 
that vessel to be the milking vessel; and here the indications of the 
former are set aside. 

(5) Similarly as an example of the contradiction of Direct Assertion 
and Name, we have the case of the Vdjapéya, which, from its Name 
appears as to be performed by the Adhvaryu, while the Direct Assertion 
(‘Vajapeyena svdrdjyakamahk etc.’) points to it as to be performed by one 
who desires the ‘ Kingdom of Heaven’; and hence there is a rejection of 
the Adhvaryu as the performer of that sacrifice. Another example of the 
same we have in ‘yajamdnasya yajyd.’ In connection with the Pitrydjas, 
the name ‘Hautra’ points to the fact of the ydjyd belonging to the Hoty 
priest; while the fact of its being performed by the Yajaména is shawn 
by the Direct Declaration of the genitive (in ‘ yajamdnasya’) which denotes 
the relationship of the agent. 

As an example of conflict between Indicative Power and Syntactical 
Connection, we have the mantra ‘ Syonante ete., > wherein by Syntactical 
Connection the whole mantra—from the very beginning—is shown to 


aa wiles 


Rortath to aha action ‘of seating or depositing ihe Puree: ` while 
Indicative Power, points only to the part ‘tasmin sida’ as the ante 
pertaining 10 that action. In the same manner, while Syntactical — 
- Connection connects the portion ‘tasmin stda with the action ‘of 


ve Abhighdrana (Pouring of ghee over the grass-bedding), while Indicative 


Power points to ‘Syonante,..... kalpayami’ only as belonging to that action ; : 
and the former is accordingly set aside. 
Mts ‘As an instance of conflict between Indicative Power by ay Daini, 
i (2) Order, and (3) Name, we have, Mt the case of the Niredpa, ete., for 
- which the mantra ‘ Devasyd tva, ete.’ is pointed out by Indicative Panor, 
i which sets aside the applicability of any other mantra indicated by the 
Context; (2) the Atndrdgna is performed witha view toacertain desir- 
able result, wherein the couple of Yajydnuvdkyds proceeding from the 
Sdmidhkent, indicated by the Order, is set aside by Indicative Power; and 
(2) in the Soméraudriya, wherein the application of the. Manu-V erses 
pointed out by Name as the Ydjydnuvdkyds is set aside by those Yåjyðnu- 
whys that contain words indicative of Soma and Rudra 
i As an example of conflict between Syntactical Connection and 
Context, we have the sentence ‘ Phrvedyuramardsydydm vedinkanott,’ 
The Context shows that we should have recourse to that process of making 
the Vedi (alter) which is laid down as following after the adhivdsane of 
the sacrificial material ; while the Syntactical Coffnection with ‘ amdydsyd’ 
shows. that it should be’ done on the ‘previous day.’ This is not a case 
of Direct Assertion; as the Locative finding (in ‘amavdsydydm’) does 
not denote the relationship of the Primary and the Accessory; though it 
denotes location, yet the character of location could not possibly helong 
“to the action; consequently the connection shown must be admitted to 
have been pointed out by the proximity of the words to one another 
(which constitutes Syntactical Connection), and which operates more 
quickly than the Context. 

Of conflict between Syntactical Gonnet doh and Order we have 
an example in those Pratipatkalpas of the Jyotistoma that are performed 
with a view to certain results, or on account of à certain occasion having 
presented itself; we have the Direct Assertion specifying oaly one foot 
of each Mantra, as the one to be employed; and then the second and 
‘subsequent feet that are to be used are shown, by Order or Position, 
to be those of the verses appearing in the same order in connection with 
those Kalpas whose performance is absolutely binding; for instance, in 
connection with the Declaration ‘Vrkaha, pavasva dhdérayeti rdjanydya 
pratipadan kurydt, ‘the second and third feet to be employed are shown, 


PODY fder; Pori irduendd aieu dyakgate’ but we shave 
Syntactical Connection indicating,—-maruttvate chamatsarah vised dadhand 
ojasd as. the foot to. ‘be. aden Ciya it is this aiey that is accepted a as ý 
the correct form). ' l ' 
OF conflict between Syne leat Avageueen ta naine we have the 
following example ; In the chapter called ‘Hautra’ we haye a mention 
of the addressing of the Directions, in. the sentence-—-Lasmdn ‘maitra- 


varunah presyati chdnuchdha’; and when we look out for the -person 


who is to do. this: Addressing, the aforesaid Name points to the Holy 
priest as the person ; while the Syntactical Connection of the sentence | 
quoted points to Maitrdvaruna. Then as a matter of fact when the 
required agent has been. pointed out by some one means, there is no need ' 
of the mention of any other; consequently Mattravaruna having been. 
pointed out by the more-quickly-operating Syntactical Connection, the 
indication of the Name is set aside, long before it has had, time to reach l 
the assumption of a corroborative Context. . 

As an example of conflict between Context and Order, we ave i 
the use of the word ‘gira! and ‘ira’ in regaril to the Hymn, In the y 
Agnistoma Båma, the word to he used is indicated by Order to be‘ gira’ 
while Qontext points it out to be ‘ind’; and certainly this latter is — 
stronger in its authority, On the ford occasion we had cited the 
‘ease of the words with regard to the Sdma (while the present is with 
“reference t to tho Stotra), consequently ‘the two cannot be said to ‘be 
mixed up. 

‘As an re ple of conflict between Context and Name, we have: the 
case of the sentence ‘tasmin maitravarunah pregyati chanuchdhety’ as with 
reference to the Jyotistoma, ‘The addressing spoken of in this devolves 
upon the Hot priest, as indicated by the Name (‘ Hautra, ’ of the section 
in which the sentence occurs); while the Context distinctly’ points to 
Maitrdvaruys as one who does it, This same example had been cited 
above; but that was with reference to the form of the Addressing of the 
Directions itself. 

Lastly, as an example of conflict between Order and Name, we 
have the case of the couple of Aindrdgna mantras occurring in the chapter 
of Kdmyaytjyis; the Name of these mantrds points to the fact of their 
being used as alternatives in both the offerings (to Indra and Agni) ;) 
while the stronger authority of Order indicates the use of the first couple 
with the first, and of the second with the second. As for the Indicative 
Power of the Mantras themselves, it lends its suppert to both alternatives; 
consequently, the case is one of conflict between Name aud Order. 


Adhikarana VIII.—The twelve akaida pertain to the 


Ahina sacrifice. 


ada at gk Wy: | eu 

a Ahinah, the word Ahinah, a Vå, really, waama Prakarapat, on account 
of the context, ‘tra; Gaunah, indicative of the presence of a qualification, 

15. On account of the context the word Ahina should 
be taken as indicative of the presence of qualification.” —15. 

COMMENTARY. 

In the context of Jyotistoma we find the sentence—‘ There are to 
be three wpasads for the Såhna and twelve for the Ahina.’ Andin this 
the words ‘séhna,’ meaning ‘that which is finished in a day,’ refers to the 

Jyotitioma, with regard to which we have the declaration—‘ They finish 
it within a day’; consequently it follows that the Jyotistoma has three 
upasads, Then as regards the clause ‘twelve for the Abina, there arises 
the question as to whether ‘twelve upasads’ also belong to the Jyptis- 
toma, or only to the Ahina sacrifices, the Duddaésa (‘I'welve-Day sacrifice) 
and the rest ? 
Tf the name ‘ Ahina’ could, in some way or other, be found to be 
applicable to the Jyotistoma, then in view of the compatibility of the 


Context, the ‘ twelve wpasads’ would certainly be taken as finding a place. 


in that sacrifice, If on the other hand, the name ‘ahina’ belonged to 
those sacrifices that extend over a number of days, then, inasmuch as the 
‘twelve wpasads’ would be connected with the Direct Declaration 
(twelve upasads for the Ahina’), they could not be taken up by the 
Context, which takes up. only that which is not related to“Direct Declara- 
tion (Vide Srtétra IL[—iii—11, [and consequently the ‘twelve: upasads’ 
would belong to those sacrifices that last for many days, and not to the 
one-day Jyotistoma]; and thus the sentence in question presents a case of 
the conflict between Direct Declaration and Context. 


And on the above question, we have the following :— 


“ For these reasons we conclude that the name ‘ Ahina’ signifies She 
which does not abandon (na jahati) any sacrifice, in supplying the details 
‘ofthe performance’ and ‘that which is not abandoned (na hiyate) by any 
sacrifice (for all of which it serves as the original fountain-head’;—- 
and inasmuch as it is the Jyotistoma alone that is possessed of these 
qualifications and fulfils these conditions), and as the Context to be- 
long to the yotistoma, it must be this to which the twelve upasads 


belong. 
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The word ‘ gaunah’ in the sdtra must be taken as signifying ‘ that’ 


pointed out by the qualification,’ and not in the ordinary sense of the | 


indirect, secondary signification.” 


HAUNT gee TTEA | A I 
wama Agamyogat, on account of being not connected, g Tu, but. gaw 
Mukhyasya, direct meaning. amq Tasmit, from that. meða Apakrisyeta, 
should be disjoined, 4 
16. “On account of the absence of any connection of that 
which directly denoted (by the word Ahina) ‘ the twelve 
upasads’’ should be disjoined from that (context of the 


Jyotiştoma). — 16. 
| COMMENTARY. 


The Siddhanta embodied in the sûtra is that asa matter of fact: 
there is no connection between the dJyotigstoma (which is finished in’ 


one day) and the Ahina which directly denoted a sacrifice extending over 
many days. So that the twelve upasads laid down for the Ahina can 
have no connection with the context of the Jyotistoma. 


Though the real sense remains the same the interpretation of the | 


sfitra by the Vartika is- somewhat different from the above. It is 
as follows :— 

By the word ‘ mukhya’ (‘ Principal’) in the sittra is meant the Jyotis- 
toma because it is the first to be performed ;, and as a matter of fact, 
this has no connection whatsoever, with the word ‘ Ahina,’ And inasmuch 
as the Jyotistoma has no connection with this name, the number (‘ Twelve’) 


that is found mentioned in connection with that name could not be taken 


as belonging to that sacrifice, merely because of the Context ; consequently 
it must be taken (and used) apart from that. Specially as we find that 
the number ‘Twelve’ is connected with the Ahina, by means of the 
Direct Declaration of the genitive (in ‘ahinasya’); and as for the word 
t Ahina what it literally signified is a number of days, while the Jyotts- 
toma is a distinct Séhna—, being finished in a single day. 

Nor can the word be rightly made literally applicable to the 
Jyotistoma, by being explained as a negative compound. Because any 
such literal application is set aside by the meaning known to be conveyed 
by the word as a whole. Then again, asa matter of fact, we do not find 
the word bearing the marks of a negative compound ; because a negative 
compound having the accent of the indeclinable, it is the first word or 
the basic word that should have had the uddtta (Acute) accent in its 


i aetna, while, i in idat h we Hand itat it haa the acute accent ae the 
wa middle. For this reason it must be admitted that the word i is made up of 
the word ‘ahan’ (== Day) with that affix ‘ kha. In that case, in accordance 
with the Vartika—dyannddisu upadetivadrachanam I CLAD 
we have the insertion of the particle ‘ina’; and thereby the letter ‘ 
forming the beginning of the affix, it is only right that the acute-accent 
W should be on that letter. fii 
Ae O these reasons the word ‘ahina’ must be takeh as the name of 
i lle sacrifices that extend over a numberof days. i 
~The Vartika is not satisfied with the above exposition of the Adhi- 
karana on the following grounds :--~ Ha 
Firstly, because it is scarcely right for the details of one sacrifice 


(the Ahina) to be laid in the Context of another (the Jyotistoma) ; secondly, 


in case such details were laid down, the continuity of the Context woald, 


be broken’ by that interpolation of foreign matter; and then it would 


i involve a deal of trouble to take up the chain of the Context over again ; 

| and thirdiy, we find that the ‘twelve upasads' for the Twelve Day sacrifice 
lave already been enjoined in the Contest of this lavier sacrifice, ~and 
as all the sacrifices extending overa number of days have their origin in 
this Twelve-Day sacrifice, the said injunction in the Context of this 
latter would be enough to connect the ‘twelve upasads’ with all such 
sacrifices, Consequently, the sentence in question must be taken wholly 
as containing the injunction of the ‘three wpasads alone; specially as 
there are uo objections against this. Then, as for the connection of 
‘Twelve, that has been enjoined already in another sentoñco; and hence 
its mention in the sentence in question must be taken as meant to be in 
praise of the propriety of the number of upasads at the Jyotigtoma,—— 
just as in the case of the nivita (‘the sense of the sentence being that the 
i Jyotiştoma has only three upasads, and as for twelve upasads these belong 
to such petty sacrifices at the Ahina and the rest, and not to the excellent 
Be yolistoma sacrifice.’) 

The Vartika puts the Adhikarana in the following form :— 

‘Tf the character of ‘Ahina’ had belonged to the J yotistoma, then 
the senténee in question would have been an Injunction ; but inasmuch as 
that character belongs to the sacrifices extending over a number of days, 
for which, again, the ‘twelve upasads’ have been already laid down else- 
where, —tho sentence in question cannot but be taken as meant to eulogise 
(the J yotigtoma as shown above). 

‘Thus, then, the question of the Adhikarana comes to be this: Is 
the WJyotistoma, the Ahina, for which the sentence, occurring in its 


z Genies, lays down an accessory detail? Or ha word Ahina’ applies i 
to the sacrifices extending: over a number of days,--and inasmuch. as the 
‘twelve upasads’ for it have been laid down elsewhere, their mention in 
the sentence in question is meant to serve some other purpose (that of 
eulogising f.i.) ? 

Objection :—* TE such be the case, then the Adhikarana would not be 
a discussion of! the conflict and, non-conflict of Context (with Direct — 
Declaration); because it would come to this that, though connected Bi. 
with the Ahina sacrifices the ‘twelve wpasads’ would be mentioned 
with a view to eulogise the Jyotistoma,” 

Reply :—That does not quite affect the case, Because as a matter of 
fact, the Pdrvapakga (B) would favour the Context; inasmuch as the 
Context would take up the number ‘ twelve’ as enjoined (in connection 
with the subject; of the Context, the Jyotistoma); while the Siddhanta 
(B) does not favour the Context; as in accordance with this view the 
‘twelve’ belongs to the sacrifices extending over many days, which 
has nothing to do with the Context; which latter therefore, in this case, 
becomes contradicted. And that this is still of use, in another way in, 
the Context has got nothing to do with the main point at issue. 

If, however, in accordance with the law arrived at in the MARE 8 
Adhikarana, we could admit of the Removal (or taking apart, of thes vit 
‘twelve upasads’), and if while we had the Injunction in one Recensional ae 
text, we could justify, on the ground of its having no other use, the 
injunctive character of that contained in another Text-—then, in that case, 
we could take the Adhikarana as presented in the Bhdsya.  , 

In any case, it becomes fully established that the sentence ‘ dudda- 
jthinasya’ is tobe taken apart. from the Context, as itevidently pertains 
to those sacrifices that extend over many days. A f i) 


Adhikarana [X.-—The Pratipats are to be taken apart from 
the context along with the Kulaya, ete. 


argeage a TANTE | (9 | 


fgeaagerae’ Dwitvavahutvayuktam, that which is associated with singleness 
and duality. ~ Va, really. ‘req Chodanât, on account of being directly enjoin- . 
ed. ae Tasya, of that. 

17. That which is associated with singleness and 
duality (should be taken apart from the context because it is 
directly enjoined (elsewhere).—-17. 

ry 
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COMMENTARY. 


In connection with the Jyotistoma we find the sentence ‘ yurém hi- 
sthah svahpati itt dvayoryajamanayoh pratipadam kurydt, ete asrgramenda- 
vah iti bahubhyo yajamdnebhyak. And in reference to this there arises a 
doubt as to whether the two Pratipats herein laid down find place in the 
_ Jyotistoma, or they are to be taken apart from it and used in connection 
respectively with the Kuldya performed by two yajamanas, and with the 
< _Dvirdtra performed by more than two yajamanas? 

The sdtra begins the discussion with the putting forward of the 
| Siddhdnta, in accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
Adhikarana. 

_ SIDDHANTA, 


The passage in question does not lay down the Duality and Plural- 
ity of the yajamdna ; because it is fully taken up with the enjoining of 
“the Pratipats ; and refers to the Duality, etc., only as conditions for the 
use of the one or the other Pratipat ; specially as the Injunction of many 
things would involve a syntactical split. Then again, inasmuch as 
they are not enjoined, the Duality and Plurality of the yajamana cannot 
pertain to the Jyotistoma ; while they are found to exist in the Kuldya 
and other aacrifices,—those extending over one as well as those extending 
over many days,—wherein they are distinctly enjoined by such sentences 
as—" Raja cha purohitascha ydjaydtdm”, “ etenaiva dvau yajayét,” “ éte- 
naiva trn yajayet,” “ éko dvan bahavo vå hinairyajeran.” For these 
reasous the, Pratipats should be taken apart from the Context. 


qamrmpaentaad | ec | 


wat Paksena, as alternatives, wre Arthakritasya, for special reasons, 
«fit Itichet, of this be urged. 


18. They might find place in the Jyotistoma as an 
alternative for special reasons—if this be urged.—I8, 


COMMENTARY, 


The context belongs to the Jyotistoma and so long as we can in 
some way or’ the other connect the Pratipat mantras with that sacrifice, 
there can be no justification. for the dissociating them from the context 
in which they are found. As for the mention of two yajamanas that may 
be taken as an alternative method. To meet those special cases in which 
the single yajamâna by himself may be incapable of finishing the 
sacrifice. 


~ 


ARRS A 
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«Na, not so, mà: Prakyiteh, of the original sacrifice, waima Ekasamyogat, 
being connected with one only, i 


19. Reply : Not so; because the original (Sacrifice of 
the Context) is connected with one only.—19. 


The word ‘ Prakrti’ here is meant to signify the Sacrifice that forms 
the subject of the Context; and it might have been meant to indicate 
that, being the object of direct Injunction, the singleness of the yajamana 
in the Jyotistoma cannot be superseded; though that which is indirect- 
ly implied could be rejected, for special purposes. As a matter of fact, 
we know that the singleness of the yajaména is directly enjoined specially 
as we find that whether the Jyotistoma is laid down as to be performed 
with a view to a certain desirable result, or asa necessary duty, the 
yajamana is distinctly mention as one only, as is shown by the use of the 
word ‘ yajeta.’ Nor do we find any reason for not attaching a significance 
to the singular number of that verb; in fact, we shall show later on, in 
Adhyaya VI, that due significance is really meant to be attached to it. 


The leaving off of certain accessories of the Jyotistoma, on account 
of the incapacity of the sacrificer to carry them ali out entirely,—that has 
been brought forward by the Pdarvapakgi,—is also based upon’ the 
declaration ‘ the Sacrifice should be performed in such a way as one person 
may be able to perform it’; and in other cases also we find the word 
‘one, which shows that the leaving off allowable is meant to refer to 
other accessories (and not to the number of yajamânas); as for instance, 
leaving off the exact amount of the ‘ gift,’ the sacrifice can be fully accom- 


plished by one person, Then again, inasmuch the number ‘ one’ is found 


both in the originative injunction (of the Jyotigloma), as well as in 
that of its actual performance, we cannot but attach due significance to 
that number. Thus then, we conclude that inasmuch as the original 
saerifice of the J yotistoma has only one yajamdna, it does not fulfil the 
conditions of the use of the particular Prattpats in question ; and hence 
these latter must be taken apart from it. 

Nor can the Duality of the yajamdna be taken as referring 
to the presence of the wife of the yajamdna,—then, as her presence with 
her husband is a necessary condition for all sacrifices, such Duality could 
not have been laid down as the condition for the use of a certain parti- 
cular Pratipat only ; and further, in the case of the word ‘bahubhyah,’ 
inasmuch as it is distinctly found to denote the plurality of men, by 
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making it include the sacrifiver’s wives, we would be assuming, without 
sufficient grounds, an ekasesa compound made up of heterogenous ele- 
ments (one male and two females). | 

In the case of the sentence ‘ksaume vasdnau, ete.’ (met with in 

‘connection with the Agnyddhana) we have had t6 accept the wife as the 
second person as there was no other way of taking it; specially as the 
— Bhddna is nowhere laid down as to be performed by two men, in the way 
that we find the Dviyarja (Kuldya) laid down. 

Then again inasmuch as the sacrifice would always be performed 
| by the yajamana accompanied by one or more wives, there would, accord- 
“ing to you, always be’ two’ or ‘ three’ * yajamdnas’; and thus all sacrifices 
fulfilling the conditions laid down for the use of the Pratipats in question 
‘these would come to be used omall occasions ; and the Pratipat thet is 
laid down as the unconditional invariable concomitant of the Jyotis- 
toma would never be used, and would become wholly useless; or, at best, 
it would be taken as an optional alternative to those Pratipats that are 
laid down apart from the originative Injunction. 

For these reasons, it must he admitted that the Pratipats in question 
‘are to be taken apart from the Context. 


‘ 
fyi 


Adhikarana. X.—The Jaghni is not to be separated from 
its context. 


HI AHe UAT | Ro | 
ant a Jaghni cha, Jaghnt also, wama Ekadesatvåat, because itis a part, 
20, The Jaghni also (would be taken apart), ‘ because 
itis a part.’—20. 
We now proceed to consider the exception to the principle of factors 
being taken apart from their context. 
In connection with the Darsa Pûrnamâsa, we find the sentence 
‘ Jaghanya patnih sanydjayanti’; and as this admits of two distinct con- 
structions, bearing upon the comparative predominance and subservient 
- character of the two factors (in the sentence),—there arises a doubt as to 
“Ste actual meaning. That is to say, (1) if the sentence be taken as laying 
down the Patnisamydjas as purificatory rites for the purification of the 
Jaghard (the animal’s tail), then, inasmuch as the object of purification 
would be the predominant factor, it could not be removed from its place ; 
and consequently, the Patnisamydjas would be taken to where the Tail 


< ‘aoa 


Lay 
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Tht be, and not vice versa. And inasmuch as the ordinary animal's 
Tail would be of no use in a sacrifice, it is not this that forms the object 
of purification (by means of the Patnisamydjas ; consequently the Tail 
of the animal that has served its purpose in connection with the Agnt- 
somya would come to be taken as that to be purified (by the Patnisam- 
“ ydjas [and thus, in this case, there would be a removal of the Tail from 
all connection with the Darsa Parnamésa], (2) If, on the other hand, 
the sentence be taken as laying down the Tail (with reference to the 
Patnisamydjas, then, in that case, inasmuch as the idea of the sentence 
being a reference to the subject of the Context does not entirely dis- 
appear, the injunction of the Tail comes to belong tothe Darsa- 
Parnamdsa {and thus there is, in this case, no removal of the Tail from 
the Contewt.] 

On this question, then, we have the following : 

PURVAPAKSA, 

“ (1) Because the Tail helps the Darsa-Parnamdsa indirectly ;--(2) . 
because that which helps directly in the body of the sacrifice is the more 
important ;—(3) because the other (i.e. the Patnisamyaja) being enjoined 
by means of the verbal root (in ‘ samydjayét’) is more approximate to 
the Injunction ;—(4) because, inasmuch as any single part of an animal 
(the Tail) could not justify the employment of the whole animal, it would 
be necessary to take it out of the animal that has been used elsewhere 
and hence in that case the Samydja would come to have the character of 
a Pratipatisamskdra (the setting aside of that which has been used) ;— 
therefore the sentence in question must be taken as laying down the 
purification of the Tail of the animal used in connection with the 
Agnitzomtya ; and hence it must be taken apart from the Context (of 
the Darsa Pûrnamâsa).” i 


Ja at aiaa | R3? | 


aan Chodana va, it must be taken as the injunction. a mena A pûrya- 
tvåt, because it is something new. 

91. Itmust be taken as the injunction (of the tail) . 
because it is something not already enjoined elsewhere.—21. 
COMMENTARY 

The Siddhanta embodied in the sfitra, is as follows. 

‘As a matter of fact, the Injunction in question is not taken apart 
from the Context; because if the Tai! were referred to as something 
to be purified (by means of the Patnisamaydjas), then that would have been 
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Tihe cause of the Injunction being taken apart ; as a webb of fact, Penave, 

we find that the Tail is enjoined as an accessory of the Sacrifice, exactly 
like the other accessories, in the shape of Butter and the like; so that 
there i is no justification for its being separated from the context. 


WHIT srt AT RR I 
22, (Objection) “ But the Tail is a part.”—22. 


“Tt has been argued in the Pirvapaksa that, inasmuch as the 
‘Tail is a part of the animal,—and as the orginative injunction speaks 


id of it as related to something already existing,—it could not be utilized, 


etc., etc,” And to this argument the Sútra offers the following reply :— 


ing 
A TEATITATATA | R3 1 
a Na, not so, swe: Prakriteh, of the original. mwem Adgdstratvat, 
being obtained by non-scriptual means, 
23. Notso; because the original (Darsa-Pûrnamâsa 
Jighani, Tail) is obtained by non-scriptural means.—23.. 
OOMMENTARY. 

Under the circumstances, that alone would have heen rales ue WoE 
without taking ap the original, could not be recognised ; e. g in the case 
of the sentence ‘wttardrdhdt svistakrte’ ‘vddyati’ in this what is to be 
offered is not recognizable without a reference to the original Cake). 
The word ‘ Jdghant’ however is, like the word ‘Hrdaya’ and the like 
denotative of a certain limb of the animal ; and as such, it could be very 
easily obtained, without getting hold of the whole animal for the purpose, 
or even out of the animal that has been,used for another purpose ; specially 
as in the sůira ‘Rapam vå sesabhutvat’ it is shown that an accessory 
could be used by whatever method it may be produced or obtained. Nor 
is it impossible for the ‘Jaghani’ tobe known apart from the rest of the 
body ;for we actually find meat-vendors selling the’ bodies of animals, 
limb by limb; and certainly the ‘Jdghant’ (Tail) could be obtained by 
purchase, from these vendors. Nor again is it necessary that it should be 
obtained from the goat; as all that is laid down in the text is only the 
particular limb, ‘ Tail’. In fact, in the Agnishoméya also, it is quite possible 
for the ‘ Heart’ ete. to be obtained by purchase or other ordinary means; 
though it isso, yet in the case of these, as we find their particular ‘class’ 
and method of obtaining distinctly specified as ‘by killing’ and all the 
rest,—we do not have recourse to purchase, or other ordinary means, for 
obtaining these. But in the case of the7’ail we have no such means specified 


in the scriptures. 
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; “The word Prakriti is meant to givean idea of the Darsa-Púrnamâse, 

Thus then it becomes established that the Jdghant (Tail) is an 
accessory in the ‘Patnisamydjas’ performed along with Darsa-Purnamasa ; 
and as such is to be used as an optional alternative for Butter. 


Adhikarana XI,—The joining of the slabs should find 
a place among the sansthas. 


Aaa THA HAMA MANAMA | R? 

ami Santardanam, the joining together, st Prakritau, in the original 

sacrifice. mama Krayanavat, like the purchase, imma Anarthalopdt, on 

account of the non-disappearance of its usefulness. €m SyAt, should find a 

place. 

24. “The Joining Together should find a place in the 

original sacrifice, because, like Purchase, its usefulness 
does not disappear.’ 24. 

We now proceed to consider the cases of conflict and non-eonflics 
between Syntactical Connection and Context. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma we find two slabs of stone laid’ 
down, to serve as the receptacle upon which the Soma should be pounded ; 
and with reference to these stone-slabs, we have the declaration ‘Dirgha- 
some-santrdydd-dhrtyat,—that. is, ‘having separated the two slabs one 
should join them together, for the obtaining of Dhrti.’ With reference 
to the word ‘ Déirghasoma’ in this sentence, thero arises a doubt, as to (a) 
whether it applies to the original sacrifice (the J yotistoma), as indicated 
by the Context, (b) or it applies to such sacrifices as extend over longer 
periods of time, and as such not being compatible with the Context, has 
to be taken apart. On the point in question we can have also the following 
alternative, (a) the word applies to the Jyotigtoma itself. (b) or to the 
Jyotistoma as performed by a tall (‘Dirgha’) yajamdna, (c) or to the 
Uktha and other samasthds or parts (of the Jyotistoma), (d) or to the 
Satra and Ahina sacrifices (that extend over many days), (e) or to all 
sacrifices excepting the Agnistoma {which is the first samasthd of the 
J yotisioma. 

On this question we have the following :— 

Preliminary Pdrvapakga.—“ (1y Because tho word *Dirghasoma’ 
is applicable to the Jyotistoma’ as compared with such shorter sacrifices 
as the Isti, the Pasu sacrifice, the Darvi homa and the like,—(2) because 
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the PA N A by thej joining together, the strength at ina puine 
Meb i is quite applicable to the Jyotistoma, (3), because the Injunction of 

‘ not-joining together, could be taken as an optional alternative (to the 

‘joining together ’ ), just like the alternative of vrihi and yava,—therefore, 
for the sake of the Context, the ‘ joining together should not be taken 
a apart from it. EN aa i 
Phe expression ‘like Purchase’ may be ae as an instance 
o of the non-disappearance of usefulness brought forward without any 
yan reference to the Injunction of ‘ not-joining together.’ 


WAN The objection being—' Inasmuch as the Jyotistoma sacrifice takes 
| o very little time to finish, there would not be much use in the said joining 
together of the pounding slabs being done in connection with that sacri- 
fige; we have the reply--that does not much affect the question, as the 
joining together will still have its use, ‘like the Purchase.’ That is to say, 
the actual price of the Soma not being very much, and its purchase having 
o been accomplished by the payment of any one of the prescribed articles 
~cloth and the restin exchange, one still gives to the owner all 
these articles, in keeping with. the scriptural text laying down all these 
articles as to be given in exchange for the Soma ; and though the payment 
of these latter is not necessary, yet it is not altogether useless, serving the 
purpose of still farther winning the good graces of the owner; because 
it is well-known that the scriptures declare the fact of prosperity resulting 
from the purchase of Soma, if effected to the entire satisfaction of its 
original owner. In the samo manner, even though the unjoined slabs 
would be quite efficient for the pounding of the Soma for the Jyotistoma, 
yet, inasmuch as we are cognizant of the fact that the pounding done on 
‘the strengthened slabs brings about prosperity, the ‘joining together,’ 
| done in accordance with the sentence under consideration, would not be 
| entirely useless ‘even in the J yotigtoma).”’ 


“For these reasons, we conclude that the / joining a, is not 
i to be taken apart from the Context.” 


PRELIMINARY. SIDDHANTA, 
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| gets Utkarsah, removal. m Va, certainly, mema Grahanat, on account 
of the mention. fara Visegasya of the speciality. 


25. It should be taken apart; because of the men- 
tion of the speciality, —25. 
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COMMENTARY, 


On account of the Syntactical Connection of the ‘joining together i 


with the ‘Dirghasoma’ the former must be taken apart from the Context, 


Because, an object is known as ‘long’ (Dirgha) only when it is. 


compared with another thing of the same kind which is shorter than itself, 


Consequently, one Soma-saerifice could be known as ‘ Long,’ only in com- 
q Ya te j y. 


parison with another Soma\saci#ifice ; and it could not be spoken of, in 
comparison with such sacrifices as the Ysti, the Pasu the Darvihoma and 
the like (which have no connection with Soma ; because these latter do 
not belong to the same class (as the Jyotistoma and the other Soma- 


sacrifices), and because they are not spoken of in the Context; and itis- 


only when the two relative members of the comparison are mentioned that 
they are differentiated into the ‘Long’ and the ‘Short, and in the case 
in question we do not find the Tett etc., mentioned, in comparison with 
which the Jyotistoma could be spoken of as ‘Long.’ 


aaa at Aae aariaa u RA N 


wad Kartrito, pertaining to the performer. fret Visegasya, the speciality. 


areara ‘Tannimittatvat, being based upon it, 


26. “The speciality could be taken as pertaining: 


to the performer as it is upon him that it is based.”--26. 


“So long as we could interpret the word ‘ Dirghasoma’ in keeping 


with the indications of tho Context, it isnot proper to entirely reject this 
Context. And as the matter of fact, we find that it can be taken as 
pertaining to the Performer. Nor would that make any difference in the 
accent, as regards the compound ; because in any case we have the acute 


accent upon the last syllable ; consequently we must expound the com- 


” 


pound as the Genitive Tatpurusa ‘ Dirghasya’ purugasya Somah.) 


HAA AT sATA: SAT NRO N 
mgh Kratuto, pertaining to the sacrifice, wary: ArthayAdanupapateh, 
on account of the inexplicability of the Arthavada. . sq Syat, should bo. 

27. It must pertain to the sacrifice; as, other- 
wise, the two words could not have their own significations 
[and the Arthavada would not be explicable. |—27. 

‘The epithet ‘Long’ must pertain to the Sacrifice ; (and not to the 
Sacrificer; and the compound must be expounded as a Karmadhdrya 


Dirghaschasau somah.) 
14 


ge 


Answer :— The ‘ler reason. for this j is that it is ‘only when the com- — 
pound is thus explained that we have the direct significations of the 
component words ; otherwise (if the compound be. taken as the Genitive 
Tatpuruge) one of the words qualifies something wholly different (namely 

_ the Sacrificer), and that would make the direct May significations of 
the words incompatible, 


a Thus: then, when we come to think of the extremely large quantities 

A ona. to be pounded, we come to desire much strength and durability 
4 In’ the pounding slab; and in that case the injunction contained in the 
sentence in question (as explained by us) would be found to serve avisi- 
ble purpose (that of making the slab strong by ‘joining together’ the 
two slabs), Otherwise there would be no cause for desiring any extra 
durability in the slab, and consequently, the Injunction would not serve 
any useful purpose. 


AEN So also, the Arthavdda contained in the word ‘ Dhrtyai’ points to 
__ the propriety of our interpretation of the compound, 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the joining together 
should be taken apart from the Jyotistoma itself, 


dearer adag rT | Rs 


ay dama Samsthascha, in the case of the Samsthds. waa Kartrivat, lik, the 
ie mer, martam Dhàranårthâviéðsát, the mention of Dhriti being equal. 

28. “In the case of (the word ‘ Dirghasoma’ applying 

to) the Samsthâs also, the mention of ‘ Dhatyai’ would be as 


inexplicable as in that ‘of (the epithet ‘Dirgha’ belonging to) 
the Performer.”-—28. 

This Sdtra must be taken as urged by the opponent in reply to the 
following argument of the Siddha@nta: It is possible that the ‘ joining 
together’ may not find a place in the first Samstha—the Agnistoma—- ol 
the Jyotistoma; but it cold pertain to the other samsthds-—the 
Ukthya and the rest,—which are ‘longer’ than the Agnistoma, and by 
connecting with which we keep our interpretation in keeping with the 
Context. Consequently, we must take the ‘joining together’ as finding a 

place in all the three samsthds; specially as the fact of the samsthds 
belonging to the same Context as the Jyotistoma has yet to be refuted 
| by the Samsthadhikarana (IIl—vi—41 et seq.) Or, even if there bea 
distinct Context of the samsthds,—then too, it would be only in those 
accessory details that are of use in the Agnistoma, wherein the ‘ joining 
together ’ could be precluded, on account of tbe contradiction eroaa ‘in 


“the mixture af Be POAR Ie and? ns unnecessary qualifications. Conse- 
quently we must admit that the ‘joining together’ should have a place in 
che second and subsequent Samsthds (sections) of the Jyotistoma. 


As against these arguments we have the above sútra, which formu- 

lates the following. | | i ' i 
M PINAL PURVAPAKSA, 

“Inasmuch as the quantity of soma used in everyone of the 
semsthds is the same as in the Agnistoma) the work of the pounding too 
„in everyone of these would be exactly similar and hence the 6ulogy 
‘dhrtyat’ (=for the sake of making it strong and durable) would be 
us useless in this interpretation, as in” that in which the Performer 
(isheld ta be qualitied by epithet ‘ Dirgha’). ! b 

That is to say, though the subsequent samsthds take a longer time 
in performance (than the first semsthd’, yet in every one of these, the 
quantity of soma pounded is only ‘ten-handfuls,’ as per injunetion dasa 
mushtirmimite, which is applied, by implication, to every one of the 
samsthâs of the Jyotistoma. Thus then the strength and durability 
required (in the pounding slab) being the same in all cases, the absence 
of perceptible use and Arthavdda (in ‘dhrtyai’) remain as inexplicable as 
in the former case. 

Thus then the inexplicability of ““Dhrtyai” being common in the 
case of all samsthds the ‘joining together’ should be taken apart from 
the latter samathâs also (and hence from the whole Context of the Jyotis- 


toma). 
FINAL SIDDHANTA, 


sreatieg at SAA RANTAA N RE N 


sny Ukthyadisu, to the Ukthya ete. a VA, really, ate Arthasya, 

the meaning, fgaraara Vidyamdnatvat, being applicable, 

29. It should belong to the Ukthya and the rest: 
because the significations of the words are quite applicable 
to them.—29. 

For reasons shown above, the ‘joining together’ should find a 
place in the samsthds of the Ukthya and the rest. And as an 
increase in the number of offerings would mean a corresponding 
increase in the quantity of the substance to be offered, the Arthavada (con- 
tained in the word ‘ dhrtyat’) would be quite explicable in this case. As 
for the assertion, that ‘the quantity of somajuice would he increased by 
the addition of water ;’—it is not admissible; because inasmuch as the 


PORVA-MIMAMSA.SOTRAS. III ADHYAYA.  \ 


te sheen et e m“ 


saute is laid down as to be performed with the soma no diker asa 

could rightly be added to it, without the authority of a direct scriptural 
declaration to the effect. Gonseyuently under such circumstances, it 

would be the quantity of the,soma itself that should have to be increased. 

But then this increase cannot be either in the thickness of the bundles or 
in the number of joints (because of these two being restricted to ‘ten- 

handfuls’ and ‘three joints’ respectively) ; consequently, the only way in 
which the quantity of soma juice could be lawfully increased would be by 
getting hold of such pieces of the plant as have their joints at longer 
intervals than is ordinarily the case ; and in this manner we would have 
increased the quantity, and yet kept within bounds of the restrictions 
as to the measure of soma and also preserved the compatibility of the 
- Context and the word ‘Dérghasoma’ because the ‘length’ of the pieces of 
_ the creeper would justify us in calling the soma itself ‘long.’ 


aRar egtacrat sta Agu 3o N 

afaa Avisosit, equally, fi: Stutih, the eulogy. sat Vyartha, mean- 
‘ingless. fa W [tichet, if thus be urged. 

80. “The opponent urges that thè eulogy would 
be equally useless in the case of the Ukthyas also.”-—30. 

COMMENTARY. 

For the Jyotistoma ten-handfuls of the soma-sticksare laid down, and 

as the Uithya, otc., are only parts of the Jyotistoma the quantity should 


be the same in these also. So that there is no sense in the praise of the 
slabs as being conducive to firmness. 


emang | ae N 


aa Syft, would be, weran Anivpatent, not being universally applicable. 
31. “There would be some sense in the praise, as 
the restriction is not universal. -——81. 
COMMENTARY. 

“The answer to be above objection is that the limit of ten handfuls 
is not meant to apply to all sacrifices so that in the case of any sacrifice 
if the number of offerings is a large one, the use pounding ofa larger 
quantity would be quite justified and it is with a view to such cases that 
we have the word Dhritye. 


i 1 ADHIKARANA, Så. 32. 


saranoina merie 


iy one 
orate er 


Ah karna X. ha prohibition of the Pravargja 
refers to the First Performance. 


GONG Ral? IRTA CATS N 33 i 


ieme Sankhydyuktam, the sentence mentioning the number, mì: kratoh, 
to the sacrifice. rarer prakarndt, on agcount of the context, 4 syat, should be. 


32. “The sentence mentioning the number would 
apply to “ the whole sacrifice ; because of the Context.”-—32. 


The Pravargya is mentioned without reference to any particular 
sacrifice, in the sentence ‘yat pravargyam POTATO ; and it is only by 


the syntactical connection of such sentences as ‘ purastddupasadam 


pravargyan-charanti ’ that it becomes connected with a sacrifice ; and this 
Pravargya betakes itself to the Jyotigtoma, in accordance with the Satra 
Lll--vi—2; specially as it is only in connection with this latter sacrifice 
that the Upasads are laid down; and by the time that these would go . 
over to the vikrtis, on the strength of Inference, the Pravargya would also 
go to them, Itis for this reason that the Bhagya has said-—d yotigtome 
pravarqyam prakrtya gruyate (though in reality the Pravargyx is not 
mentioned in the Context of J yotistuma). 

Or it may be that,—inasmuch as in the Kaugitaki-Brdhmana, it is 
in the Jyotistoma-Context that we find the Pravargya laid down, in a 
certain order of seqnenee,—the Bhagya-statement is based upon are- 
ference to this fact. 

In regard to this Pravargya, it is declared—‘na prathame yajne 
pravrnjyat’ (‘one should not perform the pravargya in the first sacrifice ’). 

And with reference to this last sentence there arises a doubt as to 
whether the expression ‘ First Sacrifice’ refers to the Jyotistoma with all 
its samsthds and all its various developments, or to only the first perform- 
ance of that sacrifice, 

And on this, we have the following 

PURVAPAKSA, 

“(1) Because the expression is co-extensive with ‘sacrifice’; (2) 
because the word prathama (‘first’) is distinctly found to be synony- 
mous with the ‘Jyotistoma, as found in the sentency ‘esha viva pra- 
thamôyajñânâm yajjyotishiomah’; (3) because the sentence ya etena 
anistvd,’ ete.’ shows that the Jyotistoma is the sacrifice te be performed 
before all other sacrifices, which shows that the word ‘ Fi irsi. applies to 


PORVA-MINAMSA-SOTRAS, I 


Va tl nat c ALn 
Fit ait | RE Mae YAT RKI if HN DAAA 5 pine 

vat sacrifice ; (4) and because of the indications by the Context (in which 
the sentence under consideration occurs),—[the expression ‘ First Sacri- 


fice’ should be taken as referring to the whole of the Jyotéstoma]. 


tae ar idim age afaina naan 


| | Wife’ naimitthikam, relative. m Vå, really. ma gama Kartrisanyogât, 
| through the connection of the performer. Rer Lingasya, the indicative power. 
| nfaRiveara ‘Tannimittatvat, being determined by that. 

a 33. It (the‘ First ’) is conditionally relative, through 
_ the connection of the Performer ; because the Indicative 
Power (of the word) is actually determined by that.—33. 

y If the word ‘ Prathama’ (' First’) were a name of the Jyotistoma it- 
te ‘self, then what has been said in the Pirvapakga would be quite admis- 
gible. As a matter of fact, however it is sound to be expressive of the 

| Performance. 

That is to say, what the word * Prathama’ actually denotes is that 
operation ofthe performer which precedes all his other operations, and not 
“any particular Action ; and it is only by its connection with thesaid opera- 

tion that it comes to be applied to the Action also; but this too would 
be possible when the Action would be undergoing such an operation as 
that pointed out. Specially as when one is found to be going on with the 
second and subsequent performances (of the Jyotiytoma), he is not spoken 
of as ‘ performing the first’ ; nor is one, who is not actually performing 
a sacrifice, called ‘the performer of the first sacrifice.’ 


‘nih Thus then, the word ‘First’ having been shown to be denotative of 
the first operation, if it be, applied by indireet indication, to that which 
has that (firstness) as its qualification (the Jyotistoma sacrifice f. i.) then 
that would involve a certain degree of remoteness {of the word) from its 
objective ; and this remoteness can be admissible only in such cases where 
no syntactical connection is found to be possible without it ;—-e. g. in the 
sentence * esa vdva prathamo yajriandm, &c.’ In the case in question, 
however, we do not find the character of ‘ First ’ incapable of being taken 
as the ground of the Prohibition (of Pravargya) ; connsequently, it would 
be only after having superseded this previous denotation of the word, 
that we could apply it to the sacrifice (Jyotistoma), even in course of its 
first performance ; and under the circumstances, the chances of its being 
applicable to the other performances (by the same sacrificer) would he 
vay much remoter indeed ! i 


x 


wee XII ~The grinding of Pasa’s share is te 
be done at the Vikrti sacrifices. 


qiea daa raat stra Aaaa wat th ae N 


_ ‘ei Pausnam, pertaining to Pdsen, Ye Peganam, grinding, Fat 
Vikritau, in the ectype. mida Prattyeta, should be understood. wga Achodanat, 
on account of non-impression, ma Prakritau, in regard to the archetype. 


34. The grinding of Ptisa’s share is recognised as 
pertaining to the ectypes: because itis not enjoined with 
regard to the archetypes.—34. 


[In connection with the Darga-Parnamdsa, we find the sentence. 
Tasmdt Pash prapistabhdgah, edatkohi sah (‘Thus then Pusan has his 
share ground, because he is without teeth’); and in regard to this there 
arises the question as to where this grinding is to be done in the 
Vikrti sacrifice or in the Prakrti] And on this question we have a 
conflict. between Syntactical Connection and Context; and hence, in 
accordance with the ‘Law of the joining-together,’ II--iii—24 et seq), 
it is clear that the Grinding is to be done in the Vikrti ; and the subject 
is yet introduced again, simply with a view to serve as the introduction 
to the next Adhikarana. 


Adhikarna XIV.—The Grinding of Pusa’s share 
applies only to the Rice. 


PURVAPAKSA, 


ATMA ATMA ae | 


m Tat, that. eat’ Sarvartham, must pertain to all. wiem Avisesat 
on account a non-distinction. 


85. “The grinding applies to all offering materiais 
equally ; because of non-distinction,’”’-—35. 


“Whatever may be the particular material to be offered to Pusan, 
be it Rice, or Cake, or the animal Body,—it is necessary to grind: it; aw 
no distinction has been made in the sentence laying down the (riding, 
as to the particular material to which it should apply,” 


7 any “SIDDHANTA, dee | 
 etneitd gine nition a N T i 
st Charan, in regard to the grain. a Vå, really. māte Arthoktam, it 
serves the useful purpose. gen Purodâse, in the cake, minfa Arth- 
--yipratigedhat, incongrinty to the use. «®t Pasau in ogni to the pima, 
oam NasyAt, could not apply. 
36. But it should apply to the grain only ; because 
in the case of the Gake, it is necessarily implied by the 


Aa useful purpose served by it; and in the case of the animal 


body, it could not apply to W, because of incongruity. —36. 


In the ease of the animal body, there would be a defi iciency in the 
character of the Primary offering, Because the Primary offering has 
heen recognized as being in the shape uf the Heart, ete,; and this could 
be done only by cutting these limbs out of the body. But when the body 
would be ground down, the necessary shapes would be no longer there, 
and so the offerings could not be cut out off the masses of those shapes. 
ven though it might be possible to make those, shapes out of the 
pounded mass of flewh, yet in this case the names ‘Heart’ and the rest 
would apply to these newly-shaped masses of flesh only secondarily,— 
just like the name ‘gavaya’ to the ‘animal made of clay; and that 
causes a deficiency int the offering. Then again, we have the declaration 
that ‘the piece is to be cut out from that region in which it has been 
torn from the body’; and when the Heart, etc. have been ground down, it 
could not be known by which particular part it had been torn from the 
body of the animal. 

Thus then we find that it is only in the case of the Grain (or 
Rice), that the grinding does not cause any deficiency in the offering 
material, and that it is not necessarily implied by the purposes served by 
it; consequently we conclude that the grinding laid down should be taken 
as applying to the Grain. 


arate Aa 29 0 
37... (Objection).—‘‘ In the case of the Grain also,” —37. 


[In the case of the Grain also, we find that the word ' Charu’ (‘ cooked 
grain’) is applicable only when each grain is distinctly visible and 
cooked ; and if it were to be ground and then cooked, then we would have, 
not distinct grains, but a single mass of cooked flour, which would lead to 
as great an ‘incongruity’ as the grinding of the Animal Body.) 


a aRparqara ts n 


38. Reply) —-Not so ; because it is the name of a 
peculiarly-cooked preparation.—38, 

There is no incongruity of purpose in the case of the Grain, 
Because the condition of all things is determined by ordinary experience ; 
and it is a matter of ordinary experience that it is a certain cooked pre- 
paration that is called ‘Charu’ (cooked grain). 


That is to say, though the word ‘Charu’ is used in the sense of the 
“cooked rice’ and ‘ Charu-bread, —yet inasmuch as one and the same word 
could not rightly be accepted as having more than one signification, we 
take the word ‘ Charu’ as signifying that element, which is common to the 
‘cooked rice’ and the ‘bread’; and that element consists in the fact of 
the (1) water in which it has been cooked not being thrown away, (2) 
in that of its being hot inside, and (8) in that of its being thoroughly well’ 
í cooked, 


W 


Adhikarana XV.—-The Grinding of Pusa’s Share finds 
place only in that Charu which is dedicated to Pugan alone. 


watanaaiad a8 N 
wafer Ekasmin, pertaining to one deity, Ama Ekasanyogat, on account of 
connection with one, 

39. (There should be a grinding of the Charu) only 
` when there is one (Deity) ; because (the mention of grinding 
is) connected with one (Deity) only.—39. 

Now then, there arises the question as to whether the Grinding is to 
be done also when the offering of that Charu is meant for two Deities— 
Indra and Pusan,—or only when it is meant for Pusan alone. And 
as the question is subject to the principles arrived at under the ‘ Chaturdha- 
karana’ and the ‘Indrapita’ Adhikarana (I—i—26 et. seq, and Il]—ii 
—27 et. seq.),—we (omit the Piirvapaksa and) start off with the— 

SIDDHANTA. 


Inasmuch as we find the sentence, under consideration, which lays 
down the grinding, speaking of Pûsan alone as having his ‘share ground,’ 
the Grinding would apply to that Charu alone which ig dedicated to 


(and meant for) Pagan only. 
19 


Coens go N 


40. Also because of the incongruity involved in “the 
particular action (when applied to any other Charu.)—40. 


For the following reason also, the grinding should’ be done only to 
that Charu which is meant for Pûşan alone :—-In the case of the Charu 
meant for two deities (Pûsan and Indra), would you grind the whole of 
: it or only half? If the latter then the cooking of it would be deranged ; 
and if the former, the two shares would get hopelessly mixed up. Jat 
That is tosay, if only half of the Charu were ground and the other 
“half left unground, the ground half would become cooked very much 
sooner than the other half; consequently, if the whole thing would be 
“removed from the oven as soon as the ground half would be ready cooked, 
then the other half would remain uncooked ; while if we were to wait for 
this latter to become ready cooked (before removing the vessel from the 
oven), then by that time the ground half would become melted off in a 
single mass (of flour.) A careful and neat method of cooking makes even 
a ‘cooked rice’ of the ground grain also; but this would be absolutely 
impossible in the way suggested (by the Pdrvapaksa), It might be 
suggested that the portion consisting of whole Rice should be put upon 
the fire first, and when that should have become half-cooked, then the 
ground half would be put in (and then the two portions would be ready 
by the same time). But in that case the simultaneity of the cooking 
of the offering material (meant for the two deities conjointly) would 
disappear. Then, lastly, if for the sake of Pagan, Indra’s share were 
also groand, then the two shares would get hopelessly mixed up; and if 
the portion of one Deity happened to be offered to vane wil that would 
mean a great anomaly in the sacrifice. 
But upon the above we have the following arguments for the 


PURVAPAKSA. 


ara at afte wat Saati Be N 


‘afi ar apivå, but. eff’ Sadwitiye, where there is a second also. 
way SyAt, should be, MRE Devatânimittatwåât, on account of being due 
to the character of the deity. 


41, “Even in a case where Pisan is coupled with 
another Deity (we would have the Grinding); as the presence 
of that Deity (Pagan) is the only condition (laid down for 
it)” —41, 


* 


pADA XV ADHIKARNA, Sa. 41. 


"We could have the grinding even in those cases where we had 
Pfsan coupled with another Deity. Because if the grinding were laid — 
down either for that offering which is meant for Pdsan alone, or for 
that which forms part of the sacrifice to Pfasan;—then, in that case, 


there could have heen no grinding in regard to the Charu meant for two 


Deities, on account of its not being declared to be for that purpose. As 
a matter of fact, however, we find that the only condition, laid down 
for the Grinding is the presence of Pûgan, and not any substance 


qualified by that Deity. Then, inasmuch as the character of the Deity 


of a sacrifice is pervasive (that is, the Deific character pervades as one. 
complete whole over both Deities in a Two-Deity sacrifice), though. 
the sacrifice which has two Deities (Indra and Pfisan) could not be. 


spoken of as ‘one qualified by Pigan as its Deity,’ yet by this itis not 


meant that either Pusan, or his Portion, does not exist in connection — 
with that sacrifice; as will be declared in connection with the Manold 
(in Adhydyw K) that ‘though Agni is not its Deity, yet that does not 
mean that he does not inkere in it.’ Consequently, even if the deific 
character does not belong to Pfsan (in the case of the Two-Deity 
sacrifices), as the only condition (for grinding) is the mere presence of. 


Pagan, even when the Charu would be meant for two Deities (Indra and ‘i : 


Pfgan),~—it is always cognized that half of it is the portion of Pagan. 
alone, in accordance with the conclusion arrived at under Stra X—ili—_ 
53; and thus when we would come to do the grinding of this portion of — 
the Charu, then in accordance with the ‘Law of Kânsyabhoji (which 
makes it incumbent upon the Teacher to eat out of the Kânsya vessel, 
for the sake of his Pupil who is under a penance which makes it necessary | 
for lim to eat out of such vessel, and for whom it is necessary to eat only — 
of what has been left by his Teacher), as the condition of even that which 
may be the secondary factor might affect that of the other, the Portion 
of the other Deity also would come to be ground, for the sake of the. 
grinding of Pfga’s portion); and there would be nothing objectionable 
in this, If, however, it be found undesirable to do something (the 


-grinding of Indra’s portion) not directly laid down, and it be concluded 


to grind only the Half meant for Pasan,—even then, the proper cooking 
of both (the ground and the unground grain) could be done by some 
clever stroke of the culinary art. Or we could very legitimately do 
away with the necessity of the minor details of the fact of the cooking | 
of both being simultaneous, or that of both being cooked in the same 
vessel ; and thus we should do the grinding (of Pfiga’s portion even in 
the case of the Charu being meant for both Indra and Pfigan), 


PORVA-MIMAMSA-SUTRAS, 111 ADHYA YA. 


It has been argued above (under Sútra 39) that ‘the Laws of the 
K Chaturdhdkarana and that of Indrapita would apply to the ease in ques- 
tion (and the performance of the grinding would be limited by the 


-words of the sentence laying it down)? And to this we make the 


following reply: As for the compound (in ‘Indrapita’) and the, word 
formed by a nominal affix (ce. ‘Agneya’), these can never appear in 
connection with such words as are incapable of affording the sense 
required ; consequently in the case of the use of such words, we do uot 
admit the capability of the expressive of one Deity referring to that 
which belogns to two Deities. That is tosay,in the case of the words 
* Agnéya’ and ‘ Indrapita,’ we find that they are fully capable of referring 
to Agni and Indra respectively, and as such cannot in any case refer to 
that which belongs to two Deities; but in the sentence under considera- 
“tion we find that the word‘ Pugd’ does not occur in a compound, (and 
hence there is no exclusive capability belonging to it); hence even though 
‘the compound ‘ Prapistabhdgah’ is dependent upon something else, yet 
a reference to the Caru meant for two Deities does not deprive the word 
‘ Pugh’ of any recognized capability ; and hence there can be . nothing 
objectionable in speaking of the offering meant for Indra and Pagan as 
‘ one meant for Pdsan.” 


agada N 83 N 


42. “Also because we perceive an Indicative Force.” 
—42, 

“The reason (for grinding) that is given is- ‘because Pagan is with- 
out teeth’; and this clearly indicates that the Grinding depends upon, 
and is conditioned by, the Deity, And certainly Piisan does not become 
endowed with teeth, when joined by another Deity; hence the condition 
(for grinding) remaining intact in the latter case also, it is necessary to 
do the Grinding Specially as it is thus alone that we could reconcile 
the following declarations: ‘ We should offer the Charu meant for Soma 
. and Pûsan, half of which has been ground’ ;—-‘In the case of two-Deity 
offerings, half of the Charu should be ground and half unground.’ And 
that tbis is the right course is also indicated by the fact of the presence 
of the Deity being laid down as the sole condition for having recourse to 
Grinding.” 


qaaa ai See ATTA, sara È 
qad vara N 83 U 


awna Vachanat, through the direct injunction. sited Sarvapespam, the 


apy aeei rca 
kaa eae) NA 


a a 


Piado of all, es Tamprati, wit Upa to that, menaa Shâstravattvåt, 
seripturally authorised. waaa Arthâbhâvåt, there being no use. fe Hi, 
because. «tr Charau, in regard to the charu. ww Apesanam, negation of 
grinding. "a Bhavati, there is. 

43, “TÉ the sentence were an injunctive one, then we 
would have the Grinding of all (offering materials); and- 
with reference to that (the unqualified Soma-Pausna_ offer- 
ing) the Grinding would be scripturally authorised ; and. 
it would be of the Charu that there would be no PERDUTE i : 


as there would be no use for it.” —43. 


“(In regard to the sentence ‘somdpausnan charunnirrapet nemapig- uh 
tam, etc’) it might be argued that‘ inasmuch as it is an Injunctive 
sentence, the expression nemapistam could not have the desired indi- — 
cative force ; in fact it would point to the contrary view.’ And in view 
of this objection, we explain as follows: If this were an Injunctive sen: 
tence, then, inasmuch as it would not be E to have an injunction, 
of many things by asingle sentence, the ‘ grinding of half’ would be 
the object enjoined; and then, this could be enjoined, with reference 
either to the ‘ Charu,’ or to ‘ Somdpausgna’ + and with reference to which- 
soever of these two the injunction would be made, that could not be. 
qualified by the other,—and hence the grinding would come to have an 
universal application ; and as such all the offerings would have to be 
ground ; and in that case one of the two words (‘Charw’ or * Somapaug- 
na’) would become useless. That is to say, if we were to take the — 
Injunction as ‘ that which is the Charu should be half-ground,’ then the — 
grinding coming to be recognised as applying to all Charus, the word Somd-. 
pausna, as referring to only one of the Charus, would become useless. If 
on the other hand, the Injunction be interpreted as that‘ that which is 
Somdapaugn® should be half-ground,’ then too, the Grinding would, come 
to apply to all offering-materials ; because all that the word ‘ Somépaugna 
would indicate would be the character of being meant for the joint Deity 
Soma-Pasan; and this would be equally applicable to the Cake and 
the Animal Body also (just as much as to the Charu) ; and thus the word 
‘Charum’ would become absolutely. useless.” 


“ Specially would such be the case, because with reference to that—i.e. 
‘with reference to the Somd-pawsna even when unqualified (by ‘ Charu’)-— 


_ the grinding would be seripturally authorised,—as no useful purpose 


would be served by the qualification.” 
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of the Charu. » 


“ Thus then, inasmuch as the grinding would apply to, all ‘materials, 
it could not be taken as applying exclusively to the Charu ; and lence its 
= mention (in the sentence ‘ somåâpauguan charum, ete.’) would be wholly 
useless, Consequently it must be admitted that this sentence enjoin- ; 
dng the relationship of the Charu with the Deity (\Soma-Pfsan, tlie’ hic 

_half-grinding’ is merely spoken of by way of reference (and not as an 
i object of Injunction). And thus this latter word, not forming part ‘of 
an Injunction, comes to be taron as having the desired indicative force 


| “(assigned under Sûtra 42).” 


SIDDHANTA. 


wafer at aian, trata wither” 
aafaa tt 22 N 


wafer, Ekasmin, to one only. a Va, really, mmie Arthadharmatvat, 
because it pertains to the resultant. emaa Aindragnavat, as in the case of | 


Indra. Agni, s: Ubhayoh to both, 4 em Nasyat, could not pertain, 
afzag AchoditatwAt, because it is not enjoined, 

44, It pertains to one only; because it is meant to 
belong to the resultant (Apûrva); consequently, it could not 
_ belong to both, just as in the case of the Aindrâgna, because 
it is not so enjoined.—44. 


We could have the grinding only when Påsan alone would be the — 
Deity, and not when he would be joined by another Deity. Because the 


grinding does not belong either to the Deity, or to his portion ; in fact it 


is Jaid down as a detail belonging to the sacrifice of which Pagan is the 


‘Deity. 
That is to say, (before the offering has actually been made) there 


is no ‘Portion’ (Bhdga) of the Deity, to which the Grinding could belong. 
Specially as y. material becomes the ‘ portion’ of a Deity, not merely by 
being offered to him, but by being accepted by him. And further, the . 
word ‘ Bhéga’ (Portion) is made up of the root ‘ bhaj’ ith the affix- 


‘ghan,’ in the Accusative sénse,—it his etymologically explained 


‘ bhajyate (==' sevyate’) yah sak‘ bhdgah’ (= that which is accepted) ; conse- ` 


quently that which is accepted by one is ‘his Bhaga’ (Portion). And as 


a matter of fact we do not find the Deity actually accepting the offerings 


* 


[me Ue ede St hy EA t % EATI E EE D LATAA A 


‘the Deity actually partaking of the offering will be — 

Adhdya IX. In fact, oven if the Deity were ihe 
accept it,—yet, it could not have the capability of introducing an — 
ecessory, as 


teat Specially as th ate 


s also will be shown in Adhyâya IX (under the Stra IX—i~4 
“et yeg). „Thus then, it being as impossible for the Grinding to be an 
accessory of the ‘ Portion’ as that of the ‘ Deity,’ it must be taken as an 
í “accessory. belonging, through the sacrifice, to its resultant Apitrva;— 
as is shown by the first Adhikarana of Adhydya IX, as also by the | 
©‘ Devatddhikarna (Adh. IX). The author of the Bhâsya has also referred | 
Ber to the game fact ‘of the „grinding being an accessory of the sacrifice, by Ay 
denying that of its belonging to the Deity, Ah Ab) 


PaNaATaaTa Ut Vk M 


Rr’ Hetumåtråm, mere supplementary reason, Waray Adantatvam, 


ae “absence of teeth. ANUN 
lh 45. The absence of teeth is a mere supplementary 
 reason,—45. i | KAE 
EIN Ti has been argued by the opponent that“ the mention of the reason 
C f bocause he is without teeth’ shows that the grinding is an accessory of — 
An “the Deity.” And to this we offer the following reply : —The sentence 
_ ‘ because he is without teeth’ is an Arthavdda having a form indicative of 
a supplementary or corroborative reason; and as such itis only meant to 
be an eulogy of the particular accessory in ‘question (viz. grinding) ; and 
| a8 there would be nothing objectionable in this, it could not show that the 
OAL accessory belongs to the Deity.” 


g qaqa at e N 


L ea 46., The other is an injunctive sentence.—46, 


‘ be. Tnasmuch as the ‘ half-grinding’ has never been found to have been 
` enjoined elsewhere, the sentence (‘ Somdpaugnam, ete.) would be an 
d Injunction (and not merely indicative of the fact of the grinding applying 
to the Charu meant for the two deities Soma and Pagan), And as the 
$ object of the Injunction isa qualified one, there would be no syntactical 
Í split. And as in accordance with the law of the Arunddhikarana, the 
factors spoken of in the sentence would restrict one another, the 
Injunction of the grinding could not pertain to all offermg materials. As 
"a matter of fact, it is only in comparison with an unqualified Injunction 
that the qualified Injunction could be said to be less authoritative ; in the | 
case in question however there is no unqualified Injunction } consequently 
kd 
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